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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
The federal government is aggressively promoting biofuels as an answer to global climate 
change and dependence on imported energy sources. Iowa has quickly become a leader in the 
bioeconomy and wind energy production, but meeting the United States Department of Energy’s 
goal of having 20% of U.S. transportation fuels come from biologically based sources by 2030 
will require a dramatic increase in ethanol and biodiesel production and distribution. At the same 
time, much of Iowa’s rural transportation infrastructure is near or beyond its original design life. 
As Iowa’s rural roadway structures, pavements, and unpaved roadways become structurally 
deficient or functionally obsolete, public sector maintenance and rehabilitation costs rapidly 
increase. More importantly, costs to move all farm products will rapidly increase if infrastructure 
components are allowed to fail; longer hauls, slower turnaround times, and smaller loads will 
result. When this happens on a large scale, Iowa will start to lose its economic competitive edge 
in the rapidly developing bioeconomy. 
The primary objective of this study was to document the current physical and fiscal impacts of 
Iowa’s existing biofuels and wind power industries. In order to identify counties with existing 
biofuels production plants, wind energy turbine facilities, and infrastructure financial data related 
to these facilities for the traffic and physical impact analysis, a statewide survey was distributed 
to all county engineers. This survey provided researchers with the latest information about the 
ongoing planning, construction, and operations of biofuels production plants and wind energy 
farms. A four-county cluster (Worth, Mitchell, Cerro Gordo, and Floyd) was selected in north-
central Iowa. In order to see if cost trends identified by the research team applied to other areas 
of the state, a two-county cluster (Des Moines and Lee) in southeastern Iowa was selected for 
further analysis. More detailed, site-specific data and cost information was then acquired through 
face-to-face interviews with the county engineers of the selected counties. 
The research team investigated the large-truck traffic patterns on Iowa’s secondary and local 
roads in the selected counties from 2002 to 2008 and associated those patterns with pavement 
condition and county maintenance expenditures. In addition, the engineering characteristics of 
the subgrade were evaluated to gain a better understanding of the impacts of the growing 
renewable energy industry on Iowa’s transportation infrastructure. The impacts were quantified 
and visualized using geographic information system (GIS) tools. The investigation of the large-
truck traffic trends suggested that there was an increase in truck traffic accompanying the 
construction of an ethanol/biodiesel plant and that, even though this traffic decreased following 
the plant opening, it is still higher than the statewide average and remains a concern for county 
and local engineers. The analysis of maintenance expenditures showed increased expenditures 
accompanying plant construction and an increasing trend afterwards. In general, the wind farm 
industry assumed the maintenance cost during construction and restored the roadways at the end 
of the project. The cost data reviewed by the research team did not identify specific costs 
associated with the wind farm’s construction and ongoing operations. 
In addition, a traffic and fiscal assessment tool was developed to understand the impact of the 
development of the biofuels on Iowa’s secondary road system. The tool is a small area model as 
opposed to a network model of an entire county. It is designed to systematically estimate 
additional truck trips as a result of the presence of a biofuels plant. It allows the estimated truck 
xiv 
traffic to be assigned to the major road leading out of the proposed or existing plant. The impact 
calculator is designed to calculate the incremental maintenance costs by pavement type (rigid or 
flexible) of new traffic generated as a result of the biofuels plant. If the total equivalent single-
axle loads (ESALs) resulting from the plant are greater than the number of ESALs for which the 
road was designed, the pavement will deteriorate faster than its design life, and a new design is 
proposed. Several pavement design simulations were conducted using the 1993 American 
Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) Pavement Design Guide 
for New and Rehabilitated Pavements to develop pavement thickness designs. 
During this work, it became evident that accessible and accurate information is vital to any 
detailed analysis of the full economic impacts to local jurisdictions. Several items could be 
addressed by changes in public policies relating to the local government and the administration 
of those policies. The following policies should be considered: 
• Standardize the reporting and format of all expenditures by all entities involved.  
• Establish cooperation and communication with cities (adjacent to a plant site) 
regarding possible annexations that need to take place early in the process so that 
future tax revenues (or loss thereof) may be considered in any economic analysis.  
• Consider utilizing Tax Increment Financing (TIF) districts as a short-term tool to 
produce revenues within a local jurisdiction.  
• Consider developing policies or regulations as to where these types of plants may 
locate, based on the proximity of a paved road system.  
• Conduct regular pavement evaluations on a county’s system to help facilitate the 
comparison of pavement condition before and after a plant’s opening.  
• Consider the implications of providing tax reductions or abatements. The advantages 
and disadvantages of implementing a statewide policy on tax abatements and 
potential tax reductions should be also considered. 
• Consider more effective ways to tax (or assess) the industry for appropriate additional 
costs to the local jurisdiction, such as a tax or fee per bushel of corn, gallon of 
product, kilowatt-hour, or per axle-weight-mile. 
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 
1.1 Problem Statement and Background Summary 
Iowa has quickly become a leader in the bioeconomy and sustainable energy production and is a 
production center for biofuels such as grain-based ethanol and soy bio-diesel. Iowa has also 
become a leader in wind energy generation. A large number of wind turbines have been installed 
throughout Iowa, particularly in the northwest and north-central parts of the state, where 
prevailing winds are most favorable for generating electricity by using wind energy. Several 
wind generation equipment manufacturing facilities have opened in Iowa during the past three 
years. A new economy—the “bioeconomy” is rapidly evolving in Iowa. 
The federal government is aggressively promoting biofuels as an answer to problems, including 
global climate change, rapidly escalating prices of conventional petroleum energy, and 
dependence on imported energy sources. The United States Department of Energy has set a goal 
of having 20% of U.S. transportation fuels come from biologically based sources by 2030. This 
goal cannot be accomplished through the use of crop-based biofuels, such as grain-based ethanol 
and soy biodiesel; the supply is simply not great enough to accomplish the goal. Meeting this 
goal will require developing a second generation of biofuels production—one based on cellulosic 
feedstock.  
While accommodating the first generation of ethanol and biodiesel, production has not come 
without issues in terms of infrastructure. This industry has essentially changed the pattern of 
shipping commodities and freight in and around the state of Iowa. For instance, grain that was 
once shipped out of the state for export by barges and unit trains is more likely to be trucked to 
ethanol and biodiesel plants to be turned into biofuels and co-products, such as distillers dried 
grain (DDG), which can be used as a livestock feed product. Biofuels are then either trucked or 
shipped by train to blending points, mainly in the upper Midwest, but sometimes as far away as 
California. The market for biofuels is still rather limited and is concentrated in the Midwest. It is 
fundamentally a regional market product today (with the notable exception of California, where 
ethanol is mandated as a transportation fuel oxygenator for air quality considerations.) 
The next generation of biofuels—cellulosic biofuels—will dramatically change the patterns of 
commodity shipping for two reasons. One reason is that in order for the federal government’s 
20% goal to be met, biofuels will have to find a national market. This national market means that 
longer outbound movements of biofuels will occur, which could change the pattern of outbound 
logistics from one based on relatively small shipments by semi-truck and even fewer shipments 
by trainload rail to some other shipment and modal pattern. More importantly, the sheer scale of 
biofuels production will need to increase dramatically. At present, biofuels are really only a 
niche product nationally and globally; today, approximately 2% of worldwide transportation 
fuels are biofuels, mainly used in Brazil and the United States. The 20% goal appears to be 
attainable, but it will require a very rapid and dramatic ramp-up of biofuels production based on 
cellulosic feedstocks. In the United States, cellulosic feedstocks will mainly include crop wastes 
(e.g., corn stover; the leaves, stalks, and cobs from corn), forestry wastes and residue, and 
specialty grass crops (e.g., switchgrass). Other sources of cellulosic/biomass feedstock under 
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investigation are wheat straw, rice straw, bagasse (sugar cane waste), other crop residues, 
municipal solid wastes, and poplar and willow trees. Iowa is very well-suited for producing corn 
(hence corn stover) as well as specialty grass crops. It appears that Iowa will become one of the 
leading biomass production states in the next 10 to 20 years, similar to how it has become a 
leading state for ethanol, biodiesel, and wind energy production in the past decade.  
Cellulose production on such a massive scale would dramatically increase the amount of 
commodities being shipped on Iowa’s transportation system. It would not be unreasonable to 
forecast an increase of four or more times the freight shipping that occurs today on Iowa’s 
secondary road system as cellulosic biofuels production ramps up. How the impacts play out 
depends to a large extent on how cellulose is harvested, stored, and transported from the farm to 
the production plant.  
The technology for cellulose/biomass farming is currently undergoing research and development. 
If cellulose were transported from the farm in a raw state, the implications would be that a large 
number of relatively light but massive vehicle loads would have to be accommodated; on the 
other hand, if cellulose were to be pelletized on or near the farm, a somewhat smaller number of 
heavier vehicle loads would have to be accommodated. Whatever the distribution system, the 
impact on transportation infrastructure—especially Iowa’s secondary roads and bridges—could 
be profound.  
The infrastructure issues associated with the rapid increase of the wind energy industry in Iowa 
are likely less profound but still problematic. These issues relate to the size (mainly length) of 
wind turbines that are shipped from the manufacturing plants to farm fields and other locations 
for final assembly and installation. Iowa’s primary highway system, farm-to-market roadways, 
and local secondary roadway systems were not designed to handle such massive vehicles. The 
problem is essentially a truck size issue. 
For both the cellulosic biofuels and the wind power industries in Iowa, the need to support the 
transportation infrastructure should be understood. Even more, it is necessary to ensure that the 
transportation infrastructure support needs of these industries are addressed in a fiscally 
sustainable manner. Otherwise, these industries will not be able to compete in the long run. 
The following section discusses the major research objectives and the anticipated benefits of this 
study.  
1.2 Research Objectives and Benefits 
The plan for this research project includes ten tasks, which are listed and accompanied by a 
discussion on anticipated benefits. 
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Task 1: Establish a Technical Advisory Committee  
Representatives from counties, cities, and the Iowa Department of Transportation (Iowa DOT) 
were identified to serve on the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC). TAC meetings were 
scheduled quarterly and in consultation with the project manager.  
Task 2: Prepare a Detailed Literature Review and Trends Analysis 
A literature review was prepared on the potential development trends of biofuels and wind 
energy production on the transportation infrastructure. The literature review discusses current 
and likely development trends and locations for biofuels production (both crop-based and 
cellulose-based ethanol and biodiesel) and wind energy power in Iowa. This trend and location 
analysis covers the time period of the next 15 to 20 years. 
Task 3: Conduct a Local Agency Survey 
The research team developed a survey questionnaire to be distributed to county engineers. The 
survey included questions relating to the types of biofuel production plants or wind energy farms 
that were in place, under construction, or in the planning stage. This survey provided researchers 
with the latest update on biofuels production plants and wind energy farms. More detailed, site-
specific data were then acquired through face-to-face interviews with the county engineers from 
counties that were selected for further analysis. 
Task 4: Estimate Traffic Growth and Pavement Deterioration in a Multi-County Area 
A four-county cluster in north-central Iowa and a two-county cluster in southeast Iowa were 
identified as having a large number of varied facilities. Some of these facilities had been in 
operation for an extended period of time. In addition, the size and locations of these plants 
indicated that some of them probably influenced the traffic patterns of adjoining county roads. 
The research team investigated the large truck traffic patterns on Iowa’s secondary and local 
roads and correlated those patterns with the pavement condition. In addition, the engineering 
characteristics of the subgrade were evaluated to gain a better understanding of the impacts of 
the growing renewable energy industry on the transportation infrastructure in Iowa. These 
impacts were quantified to the extent possible and visualized using geographic information 
system (GIS) tools.  
Task 5: Develop a Traffic and Fiscal Impact Model for the Bioeconomy  
A transportation (traffic and additional transportation cost) model and local government fiscal 
impact model was prepared to help assess the impact of additional biofuels plants on Iowa’s 
highway transportation system. Several pavement design simulations were also conducted to 
estimate flexible and rigid pavement thickness designs for different levels of equivalent single 
axle loads (ESALs).  
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Task 6: Analyze Truck Size/Configuration and Weight Issues Related to the Bioeconomy 
This task generated an understanding of trucks, trailers, and other vehicles that are currently 
being used or will likely be used in support of the conventional biofuels industry, the wind 
power industry, and the cellulosic biofuels industry. Size (e.g., turning radius) and weight/axle 
loadings were examined for a variety of vehicles. The truck, trailer, and vehicle characteristics 
have implications in terms of roadway geometrics, unpaved roadway structure designs, pavement 
designs, structural designs, and roadway maintenance practices and costs. 
Task 7: Develop a Brief Set of Public Policy Recommendations 
This task involved briefly summarizing the implications of the transportation impacts analysis 
results from Tasks 4 and 5 as well as the truck size and weight results from Task 6. The focus 
was on suggesting public policy changes that local governments could consider given the need to 
provide adequate roadway and bridge infrastructure to support the biofuels and wind power 
industries during the next 15 to 20 years in Iowa. 
Task 8: Prepare a Draft Final Report 
A draft final report was prepared for the TAC to review. 
Task 9: Prepare a Detailed Technology Transfer “Road Map” 
A plan was developed to transfer the findings of this research to practitioners at the state and 
local levels in Iowa, as well as other agricultural states that are facing similar issues. Various 
means of dissemination and outreach activities were considered, including conference 
presentations, articles, and newsletters (such as the Iowa Local Technical Assistance Program 
[LTAP] newsletter, Technology News). Actual implementation of the technology transfer plan 
was beyond the scope of this research project. 
Task 10: Prepare the Final Project Report 
The final report was prepared following revisions suggested by the TAC. 
Figure 1.1 shows the relationships between select tasks.  
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Figure 1.1. Research flow process 
Task 2 Development Trends 
15-20 years 
Transportation Issues -----------' ------
Fiscal Policies 
Task 3 Survey r---
Task 5 Transportation and Fiscal :: 
Model 
Goal: Estimate ESALS 
Standard = 1 OOk 
Upgraded = 300k 
Bio-lndustry = 1 mil. 
Task 7 Public Policy :: 
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1.3 Report Organization 
Table 1.1 lists the tasks and corresponding chapters. 
Table 1.1. Tasks and corresponding chapters 
Task Corresponding Chapter 
1. Establish Technical Advisory Committee 1. Introduction 
2. Prepare a Detailed Literature Review and 
Trends Analysis 2. Literature Review 
3. Conduct a Local Agency Survey 3. County Maintenance Costs 
4. Estimate Traffic Growth and Pavement 
Deterioration in a Multi-County Area 
4. Estimation of Traffic Growth and 
Pavement Deterioration 
5. Develop a Traffic and Fiscal Impact Model 
for the Bioeconomy 
5. Traffic Impact Model and Pavement 
Thickness Design 
6. Analyze Truck Size/Configuration and 
Weight Issues Related to the Bioeconomy 
6. Truck Size, Configuration, and 
Weight Issues 
7. Develop a Brief Set of Public Policy 
Recommendations 7. Public Policy Implications 
8. Prepare a Draft Final Report  
9. Prepare a Detailed Technology Transfer 
“Road Map” 8. Technology Transfer Road Map 
10. Prepare the Final Project Report  
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CHAPTER 2. LITERATURE REVIEW 
2.1 Introduction 
A literature review was conducted that focused on the potential development trends of ethanol 
and biofuels production and wind energy power and their impact on Iowa’s transportation 
infrastructure. The literature review includes sections that explore current and likely 
development trends and locations for biofuels production (both crop-based and cellulose-based 
ethanol and biodiesel) and wind energy power in Iowa. This trend and location analysis will 
cover the time period of the next 15 to 20 years. 
2.2 Ethanol and Biodiesel 
2.2.1 Current Trends for Ethanol and Biodiesel 
Ethanol can be extracted from the starches and sugars contained in corn and be produced from 
cellulose, which is the fiber of the plants. Some examples of cellulose are wheat and rice straw, 
switchgrass, paper pulp, and agricultural by-products, such as corn cobs and stover.  
Cellulosic ethanol production requires more biomass than corn ethanol production. Producing 
ethanol from cellulose materials has the potential to produce roughly twice as much fuel from the 
same area of land currently producing corn for ethanol production. As shown in Figure 2.1, 
producing ethanol from corn is more energy intensive than producing ethanol from cellulose 
materials. A great deal of the energy (78%) is lost from producing ethanol from corn while only 
10% of energy is lost from producing cellulose ethanol.  
 
Figure 2.1. Ethanol from corn vs. cellulose (ByTheBoxes) 
From an environmental point of view, materials like switchgrass have important benefits in 
addition to being cellulosic feedstock. They stabilize the soil to help prevent erosion, and the 
decaying materials help make the soil fertile.  
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Whether or not using ethanol in place of gasoline helps reduce carbon dioxide emission is still 
debatable. Liska et al. (2008) found that corn-based ethanol reduces direct greenhouse gas 
(GHG) emissions between 48% and 59% compared to the GHG emissions from gasoline. In 
2007, ethanol use in the U.S. reduced CO2-eqivalent GHG emissions by approximately 10.1 
million tons. This amount equals removing more than 1.5 million cars from America’s roadways. 
Figure 2.2 shows CO2-equivalent emissions per kilowatt-hour generated by different materials. 
As shown in Figure 2.3, on average, corn ethanol can reduce 19% of GHG emissions, while 
cellulosic ethanol can reduce GHG emissions by 86%.  
 
Figure 2.2. CO2 emissions generated by different transportation fuel materials  
(U.S. Department of Energy, Argonne National Laboratory 1991) 
 
Figure 2.3. GHG emissions of transportation fuels by type of energy used in processing 
(Wang et al. 2007) 
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However, other studies show different results. Searchinger et al. (2008) found that corn-based 
ethanol would double greenhouse emissions over 30 years and increase greenhouse gases for 167 
years instead of leading to an anticipated 20% reduction. The authors stated that earlier studies 
did not account for one hard-to-measure factor: forests and grasslands are being converted to 
land to grow feedstock for the biofuels. According to this study, if grown in U.S. corn lands, 
biofuels from switchgrass will increase emissions by 50%.  
From an economic viewpoint, the limit of total production of corn-ethanol is about 15 billion 
gallons of fuel annually. This limit is based on competing demand for corn-based food. On the 
other hand, the next generation biofuels production of cellulose ethanol is about to begin and has 
the potential to replace the corn-based ethanol. As shown in Figure 2.4, under the most 
aggressive technology development scenario, cellulosic ethanol would become commercialized 
and contribute to the alternative fuels pool, supplying 30% (70 billion gallons per year) of the 
nation's gasoline by the year 2030. 
 
Figure 2.4. Required growth of cellulosic ethanol to supply 30% of U.S. gasoline demand 
by 2030 (National Renewable Energy Laboratory 2006) 
Iowa is a leader in renewable energy in the U.S. and ranks first in ethanol production, as shown 
in Table 2.1. Every year Iowa produces nearly 3.5 billion gallons of fuel, which accounts for 
over 25% of the U.S. ethanol production.  
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Table 2.1. Ethanol production capacity ranked by state as of 2008 (Renewable Fuels 
Association 2008) 
Rank State Ethanol Production Capacity 
(Million Gallons Per Year ) 
1 Iowa 3,534.0 
2 Nebraska 1,665.5 
3 Illinois 1223.0 
4 Minnesota 1102.1 
5 Indiana 1162.0 
6 South Dakota 892.0 
7 Kansas 507.5 
8 Ohio 529.0 
9 Wisconsin 498.0 
10 Texas 355.0 
11 North Dakota 333.0 
12 Michigan 264.0 
13 Missouri 241.0 
13.751 
14 California 234.5 
15 Tennessee 205.0 
16 New York 164.0 
17 Oregon 148.0 
18 Colorado 125.0 
19 Georgia 120.4 
20 Pennsylvania 110.0 
21 Arizona 55.0 
22 Washington 55.0 
23 Idaho 54.0 
24 Kentucky 35.4 
25 New Mexico 30.0 
26 Wyoming 6.5 
27 Louisiana 1.5 
 United States 
Total 13,751.4 
 
Given the recent financial crisis and the resulting negative effect on ethanol plant operations, the 
list of operating plants in Iowa could potentially change. 
2.2.2 Locations in Iowa 
Figures 2.5 to 2.7 show the distribution of ethanol and biofuels plants in Iowa. Ethanol plants are 
mostly concentrated in the northwest and central sections of Iowa, while biodiesel plants are 
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primarily located in northwest and southeast sections of Iowa. 
 
Figure 2.5. Biodiesel and ethanol processing plants as of 12/01/2008 
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Figure 2.6. Map of ethanol plants in Iowa as of 01/12/2009  
(Iowa Department of Economic Development) 
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Figure 2.7. Map of biodiesel producers in Iowa as of 01/12/2009  
(Iowa Department of Economic Development) 
2.2.3 Future Trends for Ethanol and BioDiesel 
In 2008, the rising cost of corn and other factors has caused some plants to shut down or to 
reduce the amount of ethanol being generated. During July and August 2008, a plan for a new 
biodiesel plant near Hardy, Iowa, was suspended. According to a Humboldt County supervisor, 
the costs of construction and corn were too high to make the facility financially feasible.  
In November 2008, the Des Moines Register reported that Iowa’s largest ethanol producer, 
VeraSun Energy Corporation of Sioux Falls, South Dakota announced bankruptcy. After filing 
for bankruptcy, VeraSun stopped production at the Pine Lake facility. The plant was 50 miles 
west of Waterloo and produced 30 million gallons of ethanol annually.  
In Iowa, VeraSun had a total annual ethanol capacity of 550 million gallons. This amount 
accounted for more than 20% of the 2.5 billion gallons of ethanol produced annually in Iowa. At 
the time (November 2008), the price of corn reached record highs of almost $8 per bushel 
compared to $4 per bushel in the past. According to a Chicago Tribune article dated March 19, 
2009, Valero Energy was going to buy seven ethanol plants from VeraSun, four of which were 
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located in Iowa. The plants Valero Energy bought are located in Aurora, South Dakota; Charles 
City, Fort Dodge, Hartley, and Dyersville, Iowa. 
In 2007, the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) announced that it would invest up to $385 
million over the following four years for six cellulosic ethanol plant projects. When fully 
constructed, the plants are expected to produce more than 130 million gallons of cellulosic 
ethanol per year. This expansion of the raw material base for ethanol will play a critical role in 
providing cellulosic ethanol to market. The production will help make ethanol cost-competitive 
with gasoline. Cellulosic ethanol along with trend toward increased automobile fuel efficiency 
has the potential to reduce America’s gasoline consumption by 20% over the next ten years.  
Two facilities are proposed to be built in the Midwest. One location is in Emmetsburg, Iowa 
(Palo Alto County), as shown in Figure 2.8. This cellulosic ethanol facility will expand the 
existing corn-based ethanol plant. The Emmetsburg plant is projected to produce 125 million 
gallons of ethanol per year, 25% of which will be cellulosic ethanol. For feedstock, the 
Emmetsburg plant expects to use 842 tons per day of corn fiber, cobs, and stalks. The potential 
impact to the transport infrastructure could be significant. 
 
Figure 2.8. Emmetsburg plant in Iowa 
With improved technologies and modern agricultural practices, farmers may achieve higher 
yields per acre, which would result in more grain being hauled to market. The future estimated 
average corn stover production in Iowa is 35.9 million metric tons per year, or 18.3% of the U.S. 
total production. This equates to about 2 tons per acre and represents a 40% to 50% increase in 
tonnage that would be harvested, stored, and transported on Iowa’s roads.  
Table 2.2 indicates the Iowa farm size changing trend from 2002 to 2007. It shows that the 
number and land of different sized farms have not changed equivalently. In terms of number, 
except for farms with 1 to 99 acres and over 2,000 acres, other farm sizes have decreased in 
number. It may be inferred that medium- and large-size farms above 100 acres were more likely 
to decrease in number than small-size farms during that period. Similarly, the land for farms 
smaller than 100 acres and larger than 2,000 acres has increased. On the other hand, medium- 
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and large-size farms, which refer to farm sizes ranging from 100 to 2,000 acres,  have all 
decreased in size. Overall, the average land per farm has remained steady during that period.  
Table 2.2. Iowa farm size changing trend from 2002 to 2007 (U.S. Department of 
Agriculture 2007) 
All Farms Farms Land in farms (acres) 
Land per farm 
(acres) 
2002 2007 2002 2007 2002 2007 
Total acres 90,655 92,856 31,729,490 30,747,550 350 331 
1 to 9 4,811 8,709 25,779 39,686 5 5 
10 to 49 16,278 17,824 414,842 456,783 25 26 
50 to 69 3,843 4,428 224,086 258,754 58 58 
70 to 99 6,821 7,253 556,342 592,231 82 82 
100 to 139 6,300 6,280 736,158 736,483 117 117 
140 to 179 7,286 6,731 1,147,324 1,059,126 157 157 
180 to 219 4,621 4,364 913,565 861,308 198 197 
220 to 259 4,506 3,943 1,071,679 937,864 238 238 
260 to 499 15,592 14,047 5,665,052 5,104,492 363 363 
500 to 999 13,063 11,862 9,083,537 8,248,050 695 695 
1,000 to 1,999 6,213 5,898 8,189,394 7,866,091 1,318 1,334 
2,000 or more 1,321 1,553 3,701,732 4,586,682 2,943 2,953 
 
Most ethanol is currently produced in the Midwest, and 80% of the demand comes from the 
nation’s coastlines. In Iowa, 2 billion gallons of ethanol were produced, 52% of which were sold 
to markets outside the state. The average corn shipping distance is 32 miles. The average ethanol 
shipping distance by truck is 98 miles and 955 miles by rail. An increasing concern is the 
capacity of nation’s transportation system to move ethanol to markets, feedstock to ethanol 
plants, and co-products produced from the ethanol production process as well as the continued 
availability of corn near corn-based ethanol plants. In addition, long-term growth in overall 
freight volumes is expected. According to the U.S. Department of Transportation Freight 
Analysis Framework, it is estimated that the demand for total intercity freight by all modes will 
grow significantly from 19.3 billion tons to 37.2 billion tons in 2035, an increase of 
approximately 93%. All of these trends will impact Iowa’s transportation infrastructure. 
Increasing ethanol production may also affect where corn is transported and by which 
transportation mode. Ethanol is a solvent that picks up residues of other materials that have 
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passed through the pipelines, resulting in cleaner pipes but dirtier fuels, which damages vehicle 
engines. As a result, ethanol is generally transported by truck, train, or barge and not by 
pipelines.  
Childs and Bradley (2007) indicated that the corn used for ethanol production is generally 
delivered by truck from the farm (or elevator) to the nearby storage or processing plant within 50 
miles. The infrastructure requirement for this expanded biofuels industry can be grouped into 
three phases: (1) storage and delivery of feedstock from point of production to plant, (2) 
transport of fuels from plant to fuel blender and then to retail outlet, and (3) distribution of fuel 
from retailer to consumer.  
According a survey conducted by Iowa State University (Yu and Hart 2008), almost 66% of corn 
was transported from country elevators by trucks, while rail transportation accounted for only 
30% of corn movements by grain handlers. Figures 2.9 and 2.10 show the transportation modes 
used to transport corn and soybean in different parts of the state. For transporting ethanol, the 
northwest, northeast, east-central, and southeast parts of Iowa mostly rely on trucks; for 
transporting biodiesel, except for the east-central and southeast parts of the state, all parts of 
Iowa are highly depend on truck transportation.  
 
Figure 2.9. Corn transportation by grain handlers in state of Iowa (Yu and Hart 2008) 
17 
 
Figure 2.10. Soybean transportation by grain handlers in state of Iowa (Yu and Hart 2008) 
Note that 200,000 barrels of grain per day carried by truck (which is only 2% of 9 million barrels 
of motor gasoline per day consumed in the U.S. in 2005) would require 2,000 additional large 
tanker truck trips on an already loaded Iowa road network.  
After feedstock and energy costs, transportation costs become the third-highest expense to an 
ethanol producer. Balancing transportation expenses with fixed infrastructure costs is critical to 
sustained profitability for each ethanol plant. A research study (Brechbill et al. 2008) has 
developed a set of costs for various farm sizes and travel distances. Table 2.3 outlines these 
average costs for both corn stover and switchgrass by farm size and distance. The distance from 
field to plant range from 5 to 50 miles and was calculated for intervals of 5 miles. This research 
also shows that the distance of field to plant will increase by the proximity to a large 
metropolitan city and by the large size of the plant.  
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Table 2.3. Average product and transportation cost per ton by farm size (Brechbill et al. 
2008) 
 
 
Over time cellulose production is likely to shift toward more economical, genetically modified 
perennial grasses, such as switchgrass and miscanthus. Yields of 13 tons per acre have already 
been achieved in Illinois and Wisconsin, which is four times the tonnage produced per acre of a 
corn crop. There is a possibility of moving several times more agricultural products on Iowa’s 
roadway and bridge systems by the year 2030. Cellulose (no matter if it comes from wheat and 
rice straw, switchgrass, paper pulp, or agricultural waste products like corn cobs or stover) is a 
new agricultural product that also needs to be harvested, transported, and stored. Figures 2.11 to 
2.13 provide an overview of the harvest, storage, and transportation options available for the 
production of cellulosic ethanol.  
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Figure 2.11. Switchgrass harvest (University of Wisconsin–Madison 2006) 
 
Figure 2.12. Switchgrass bales loaded on flatbed (Chariton Valley A) 
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Figure 2.13. Stacking bales for storage (Chariton Valley B) 
Cellulose products are bulky materials that require large-sized but not heavy vehicles for 
transportation to markets. Another example of a possible transportation option is pelletizing corn 
cobs close to the farm field, resulting in fewer but heavier vehicles. Both options have issues, 
including a functionally obsolete infrastructure (such as narrow bridges and roads) that prohibits 
the movement of large-sized vehicles and heavy vehicles that could be restricted on structurally 
deficient transportation infrastructure sections.  
In conclusion, the improving agriculture technologies, the increasing demand of ethanol, and the 
raising corn price all result in higher corn yield and production. The production expansion will 
increase the demand for transportation no matter if it is ethanol from a Midwest plant farm to the 
coastline or corn from corn farms to the closest ethanol plant. Trucks are the dominant 
transportation mode of corn to ethanol plants, traveling mostly on the secondary road system. 
Therefore, the increased traffic volume could deteriorate the infrastructure.  
2.2.4 Summary 
2.2.4.1 Corn Ethanol 
• Technology aspect: 78% of the energy is lost in production of ethanol from corn 
• Environmental aspect: 19% to 52% reduction of greenhouse emissions from corn 
ethanol 
• Economic aspect: limited total production of 15 billion gallons because of fewer corn 
supplies and competing uses 
• Due to rising costs and the economic crisis in 2008, two companies declared 
bankruptcy, one plant suspended operations 
• Corn ethanol production will peak between 2015 and 2030 and is less likely to be 
sustainable in the future than cellulosic ethanol production 
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2.2.4.2 Cellulosic Ethanol  
• Technology aspect: only 10% energy is lost in production—ethanol extracted from 
cellulose is less energy-intensive than ethanol from corn 
• Environmental aspect: reduction of GHG emissions up to 86% is possible 
• Economic aspect: U.S. production of 150 billion gallons of ethanol by 2050 (two-
thirds of the current U.S. gasoline consumption) means less dependence on foreign 
oil and a potential overall fuel cost savings 
• DOE announced in 2007 an investment of up to $385 million over four years for six 
cellulosic ethanol plants 
• The cellulosic plant in Emmetsburg may produce 125 million gallons of ethanol, with 
25% being cellulosic ethanol; expected to use 842 tons per day of corn fiber, cobs, 
and stalks 
 
2.3 Wind Energy in Iowa 
2.3.1 Current Trends 
In addition to corn and cellulose ethanol production, Iowa is a major center for wind energy 
generation. Iowa is uniquely positioned in the heart of the nation’s wind generation corridor and 
at the gateway to the demand of renewable energy. As of December 31, 2008, Iowa surpassed 
California, becoming the second state with the most current installed wind power capacity (see 
Figure 2.14). With 47 wind farms running 1,100 working turbines, Iowa has an annual wind 
energy capacity of 3,035.28 MW (National Wind 2009).  
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Figure 2.14. National wind power capacities (MW) as of 04/30/2009 (National Renewable 
Energy Laboratory 2009) 
2.3.2 Future Trends 
Public policy initiatives are the first factor driving wind generation installation. Iowa has 
extensive legislation in place to provide incentives for production.  
The decline in the cost of wind power is also a driving factor. In Iowa, wind power costs for new 
wind generation projects have dropped by about one-third since the first large wind farms were 
installed in 1999.  
Future carbon emission regulations could be the most powerful long-term driving factor for more 
wind generation. Because wind generation reduces GHG emissions, it represents a great 
opportunity for the wind industry. Figure 2.15 shows the DOE projections that cumulative wind 
installation should reach 300 GW annually by 2030 in order to achieve the 20% wind-
penetration goal.  
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Figure 2.15. Annual and cumulative wind installations by 2030 (U.S. Department of 
Energy) 
Because wind generation tends to be developed first where the average wind speeds are the 
highest, it is helpful to compare Iowa’s relative wind speed to the entire United States. Figure 
2.16 shows a U.S. wind resource map developed by the National Renewable Energy Laboratory. 
Areas in orange or purple generally have sufficient wind resources to be economically 
developable. The map illustrates the significant wind generation potential in Iowa.  
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Figure 2.16. U.S. wind resource map (National Renewable Energy Laboratory 1987) 
Based on individual company plans, Wind Utility Consulting, PC, and Wind Management, LLC, 
project a significant growth of 5,025 MW in Iowa by 2014, which accounts for 30% of 
electricity, as shown in Figure 2.17.  
 
Figure 2.17. Historical and projected total wind generation by year (Wind Utility 
Consulting, PC, and Wind Management, LLC 2008) 
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Figure 2.18 shows the map of wind energy turbines in Iowa by operational year. The lighter blue 
cluster shows relatively old wind turbines, and the darker blue cluster shows wind turbines that 
were recently installed. Wind Utility Consulting, PC, and Wind Management, LLC, (2008) 
indicate that although large areas of Iowa have adequate electric load, transmission lines, and 
good wind resources that can accommodate large wind farms, the lack of transmission lines in 
northwest Iowa will push development southeastward, where transmission is less constrained.  
 
Figure 2.18. Map of wind energy turbines in Iowa by operational year as of 2008  
A typical wind turbine sits atop a tower that ranges from 170 to 320 feet high. The blade 
diameter is 75 to 100 feet and weighs between 8,000 and 10,000 pounds (see Figure 2.19). As 
wind turbines blades become longer, the weight of the blade increases. Transporting blades from 
the manufacturing sites to the wind farms fields is becoming problematic because of the length 
and weight.  
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Figure 2.19. Wind turbine heights in Iowa (Iowa Energy Center) 
In summary, Iowa was ranked second for current installed wind capacity in 2009. A typical wind 
turbine ranges from 170 to 320 feet in height, 74 to 100 feet in blade diameter, and 8,000 to 
10,000 pounds in weight. As the turbine radii become larger and larger (Figure 2.19 showed that 
the largest turbine in 2006 was nearly 328 feet tall), the issue of transporting these turbines 
begins to emerge. In Iowa, although the height of turbines is between 200 to 250 feet with three 
blades (up to 90 feet in blade diameter) transporting the blades on the secondary road system will 
be problematic. County secondary roads and structures were not designed to accommodate 
vehicle configurations being used today to transport major wind turbine components (see Figure 
2.20). A similar issue arises for transporting the equipment used to erect turbines and towers.  
 
Figure 2.20. Transporting large wind turbines (Treehugger 2008) 
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2.3.3 Locations in Iowa 
Figure 2.21 shows the distribution of wind turbine manufacturing, suppliers, financing, and 
farms in Iowa as of 2008.  
 
Figure 2.21. Map of turbine component manufacturing and wind farms in Iowa as of 
10/20/2008 (Iowa Department of Economic Development) 
2.3.4 Summary 
• Wind turbines are becoming a common sight in Iowa, with a number of turbines and 
wind farms in the northwest part of the state. 
• A typical wind turbine ranges from 170 to 320 feet in height and has a 74 to 100 feet 
blade diameter that weighs 8,000 to 10,000 lbs. 
• Iowa has the second largest installed capacity of wind energy in the U.S. behind 
Texas.  
• The DOE projects that cumulative wind installations should reach 300 GW by 2030 
to achieve the 20% wind penetration goal. 
• Iowa is projected to have a significant growth of 5,025 MW by 2014. 
• Iowa wind energy turbine development is projected to move from the northwest part 
of Iowa towards the southeast. 
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CHAPTER 3. COUNTY MAINTENANCE COSTS 
3.1 Introduction 
The research task and objective was to develop, implement, and summarize a survey of Iowa 
counties that documents the physical and fiscal impacts of Iowa’s existing biofuels and wind 
power industries. If this were accomplished, the future infrastructure impacts could be projected 
based on growth scenarios for the next 15 to 20 years. The approach was to utilize a multi-
county case study approach so that the research team could quantify and visualize the impacts. 
The process used can be graphically represented by the chart in Figure 3.1.  
 
        
 
 
 
 
 
     
 
     
 
 
Figure 3.1. Graphical representation of task 
In order to identify those counties with existing biofuels production plants and wind energy 
turbine facilities and the infrastructure financial data related to these facilities, a statewide survey 
was distributed to all county engineers. This survey provided researchers with the latest 
information about the ongoing planning, construction, and operations of biofuel production 
plants and wind energy farms. More detailed, site-specific data were then acquired by face-to-
face interviews with the county engineers of counties that were selected because of their 
experiences and willingness and ability to provide informational data.  
It was hoped that the information from these interviews could provide the basis of this report’s 
findings and document the fiscal impacts the biofuels industry and wind energy facilities have 
had on the county transportation infrastructure. The research team looked at the selected 
counties’ cost histories and reviewed the data as a group. If a trend was identified in one county, 
the research team wanted to see if it could identify the same trend in adjacent counties. The 
1. Survey counties to locate facilities 
and establish cost data
2. Identify clusters of counties with 
renewable energy facilities 
3. Interview selected counties, 
summarizing maintenance cost data 
4. Observe patterns and similarities 
between counties’ cost experiences; 
develop conclusions to be tested 
5. Repeat steps 2–4 with second 
cluster with geographical differences 
6. Derive findings for report from 
responses of individual counties and 
county clusters 
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intention was to show that the renewable fuels plants impacts are not constrained by 
jurisdictional boundaries and will impact counties adjacent to their location. A four-county 
cluster (Worth, Mitchell, Cerro Gordo, and Floyd) was selected in north-central Iowa. In order to 
see if cost trends identified by the research team applied to other areas of the state, a two-county 
cluster from southeastern Iowa was selected for county engineer interviews. The counties were 
Lee and Des Moines. 
3.2 County Engineer Survey Results 
Early in October of 2008, the research team developed a survey questionnaire to be distributed to 
county engineers. The survey included questions relating to the types of biofuels production 
plants or wind energy farms that were in place, under construction, or in the planning stage. The 
survey asked if the county had specific cost information relative to these facilities either during 
construction or as on-going roadway maintenance activities. At the November 2008 meeting, the 
TAC was given a draft of the survey for its review. A revised survey questionnaire (see 
Appendix A) was sent to all 99 Iowa counties.  
Initially, 42 responses were recorded for a 42% response rate. A second survey was distributed 
to the remaining 58 counties at the 2008 Iowa County Engineer’s Association (ICEA) 
conference. In mid-December, a final request was sent to counties with bioenergy plants or wind 
energy farms identified by Iowa DOT references but who had not yet responded to the survey. 
The last two efforts resulted in 54 responses (54% response rate), for a total response rate of 
96%. The data was tabulated and made available for use in the project, as shown in Table 3.1.  
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Table 3.1. Biofuels and wind energy survey responses (by county) 
Biofuels County Survey
1 2 3 4 5
County Date Any Ethanol Biodiesel Wind Turbine CoGeneration Info Info Comments or Contact
No. Name Rec'd Involvement Plant? Plant? Farm? Facility? Avail? Share? Info
1  Adair 11/18/2008 Y N N Y N Y Y 85% complete - Online 12/31?
2  Adams 11/26/2008 O - 4/2007 N N N N
3  Allamakee 11/21/2008 Y P N P N N Y
4  Appanoose
5  Audubon 11/21/2008 N
6  Benton 1/29/2009 Y Y N N N N n Small (50 mil gallons) ~ 15 years ago; 4th? Owner
7  Black Hawk
8  Boone
9  Bremer 11/17/2008 N
10  Buchanan 17-Nov-08 Y O - 5/2007 N N N Y Y Art Gourley
11  Buena Vista 11/17/2008 Y P+O - 2006 P 3O-2-'99,1-'05 N N N/A
12  Butler 11/17/2008 Y O - fall 2008 N N N N N/A
13  Calhoun 11/20/2008 N
14  Carroll 11/17/2008 Y N O ~2002 O - 2007 N Y Y
15  Cass
16  Cedar
17  Cerro Gordo 12/18/2008 Y O -2003 O- 2004/2005 O - 1998 N Y Y Ethanol & Biodiesel Plants both in Mason City
18  Cherokee 11/20/2008 Y O N O -2003 UC N Y Not yet built- currently idle
19  Chickasaw
20  Clarke 11/17/2008 Y N P N N
21  Clay
22  Clayton
23  Clinton
24  Crawford 11/17/2008 Y O - Sep 2005 N O - Mar-2007 N Y Y
25  Dallas 17-Nov-08 N
26  Davis 20-Nov-08 N Animal Confinement prob. Pulling fee trucks w/ dozer
27  Decatur
28  Delaware 11/20/2008 Y 2O- < '00& '08 N N N Y Y
29  Des Moines 11/28/2008 Y O - 2004 N N N Y Y
30  Dickinson 11/17/2008 Y O - 2007 O - 2002 O - 1993 N N Y Shut down in 2005 - economics
31  Dubuque 17-Nov-08 N Biodiesel in City of Farley
32  Emmet 11/17/2008 Y N C - Rendering P+O ~ 2006 P+O N Y
33  Fayette
34  Floyd 12/3/2008 Y O N P N ? Y Verbal Info @ ICEA CONF
35  Franklin
36  Fremont 12/22/2008 Y O N N N N N Plant is just west of Page county line into Fremont
37  Greene 17-Nov-08 Y C & O 2005 N Op - 2007 N N N
38  Grundy
39  Guthrie
40  Hamilton
41  Hancock 11/17/2008 Y P N 2 O - 2002 & '08 N N General knowledge only
42  Hardin 12/18/2008 Y O-2002? O - 2003 ? P-2009 N N
43  Harrison
44  Henry
45  Howard
46  Humboldt 11/18/2008 N
47  Ida 12/18/2008 Y O-2006 +2008 C P N Y Y
48  Iowa
49  Jackson
50  Jasper 11/17/2008 Y N O - 2006 O-2007 N Y Y Blades and towers built in Newton
51  Jefferson 11/17/2008 N
Biofuels County Survey
1 2 3 4 5
County Date Any Ethanol Biodiesel Wind Turbine CoGeneration Info Info Comments or Contact
No. Name Rec'd Involvement Plant? Plant? Farm? Facility? Avail? Share? Info
52  Johnson
53  Jones 17-Nov-08 N
54  Keokuk 11/17/2008 N
55  Kossuth 17-Nov Y P&O 2005 O 2007 P N Y Y Doug Miller - Asst Engr
56  Lee
57  Linn 17-Nov-08 Y O - 1980 N N N N Y Steve Gannon
58  Louisa
59  Lucas
60  Lyon
61  Madison
62  Mahaska
63  Marion 17-Nov-08 N P Plans on Hold
64  Marshall 11/17/2008 Y N N N P Y Y
65  Mills
66  Mitchell 11/18/2008 Y O - 2008 N O-2008 N Y Y
67  Monona
68  Monroe 11/17/2008 Y O - 1992 N N N N N/A
69  Montgomery 11/25/2008 N
70  Muscatine
71  O'Brien
72  Osceola 11/17/2008 Y O-2005 N O-2008 N N Y
73  Page 11/25/2008 N Plant is just west - In Fremont County
74  Palo Alto 11/20/2008 Y O-2005 N O -2007 N N Y 10 Turbine farm; Lots of deteriorating roads-hard to s
75  Plymouth 11/17/2008 Y P + O -2008 N N N N Y
76  Pocahontas 16-Nov-08 Y N N Op - 2007 N N Y Jack Moellering
77  Polk
78  Pottawattamie
79  Poweshiek
80  Ringgold
81  Sac 11/20/2008 Y N O-2006 O - 2004 N N
82  Scott
83  Shelby 11/21/2008
84  Sioux
85  Story 11/17/2008 Y O - 2006 N O - 2008 N Y Y
86  Tama
87  Taylor 11/26/2008 N
88  Union
89  Van Buren
90  Wapello
91  Warren 11/17/2008 N
92  Washington 11/24/2008 Y N 2O- '07 P N N N Planning 30 unit turbine farm
93  Wayne
94  Webster 11/17/2008 Y C+2O -'05&'06 N N N Y Y Jamie Johll - Ast Engineer
95  Winnebago
96  Winneshiek
97  Woodbury 12/19/2008 In city??  Survey to Economic Development Director
98  Worth 11/18/2008 Y O - 2003 N O - 2003 N Y Y
99  Wright 12/3/2008 Y O-?? N N N ?? Y Verbal Info @ ICEA CONF  
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Following the survey, data tabulation maps were developed to show the current facilities in each 
county (see Figures 3.2 through 3.5). 
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Figure 3.2. Counties with ethanol plants 
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Figure 3.3. Counties with biodiesel plants 
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Figure 3.4. Counties with wind energy farms 
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Figure 3.5. Counties with co-generation facilities 
Researchers were able to use these maps and the corresponding data initially collected (shown in 
Table 3.1) to visually locate potential counties for further examination and detailed personal 
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interviews. A four-county cluster in north-central Iowa (see Figure 3.6) was identified as having 
a large number of varied facilities. Some facilities had been in operation for an extended period. 
In addition, the size and locations of these plants indicated that some of them probably 
influenced the traffic patterns of adjoining county roads. Financial and maintenance information 
was available for Worth, Mitchell, Cerro Gordo, and Floyd Counties, and these counties were 
selected for further analysis. 
 
Figure 3.6. Four-county cluster in north-central Iowa 
3.3 Maintenance Cost Analysis: North-Central Counties 
Historical maintenance cost data was provided by the Iowa County Engineer’s Service Bureau 
for the four counties of Worth, Mitchell, Cerro Gordo, and Floyd. The data source was the 
Iowa’s county engineers’ annual report which is prepared by the county engineer and filed 
annually with the Iowa DOT. These reports utilize a standard accounting system for all road 
department expenses. The expenses are subdivided into maintenance expense categories that are 
coded by three-digit numbers. A full listing of all potential expense categories is shown on the 
Iowa DOT website: 
http://www.iowadot.gov/local_systems/publications/county_im/im_2_071.pdf.  
The cost categories selected for this review included only the following (along with 
combinations of all of the following categories): 
 420—Bridge repairs (materials and county or contract labor expenses for maintenance)  
 461—Granular (surfacing and hauling labor)  
 451—Blading (road maintenance labor)  
 466—Asphalt pavement repairs  
 467—Portland cement concrete (PCC) pavement repairs  
 521—Snow & ice control (labor for pavements)  
 522—Snow plowing (labor for gravel roads)  
 
These categories were selected because they are the most representative of where maintenance 
expenses would increase if there were a fiscal impact to the transportation system due to 
renewable energy facility construction or operations. 
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Road maintenance costs for the period 1999 through 2008 were graphed and reviewed. The 
research team expected to find that the heavy usage of the roads around a biofuels plant or a 
wind energy farm when these facilities were built would create a visible “spike,” or increased 
cost. If there were “spikes,” the conclusion would be that the additional costs were associated 
with the renewable energy facilities. If this were true, all of the counties in the cluster would 
show the same trend or “spike” after the construction of renewable energy facilities.  
Graphs of the data for each of the four counties were prepared, showing recorded annual 
expenditures by category and noting the year the facility was constructed. A sample graph for 
Cerro Gordo County is shown in Figures 3.7 through 3.10. The trends shown in the graphs are 
discussed after each figure. A full set of the trends in the maintenance costs for each of the 
selected counties is shown in Appendix B. 
 
Figure 3.7. Cerro Gordo County annual expenses for pavement repair 
Figure 3.7 revealed the anticipated spikes in both asphalt concrete (AC) and portland cement 
(PC) concrete pavement repairs in the year following the start of operations of the ethanol plant 
in 2003 and again two years after the start of operations at the biodiesel facility. Verifying these 
results and searching for the tie to the new plants was one of the detailed questions for the county 
engineer. 
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Figure 3.8. Cerro Gordo County annual expenses for granular and blading 
Figure 3.8 revealed several spikes in granular surfacing, including the year the wind turbine farm 
began operation, the year before the ethanol plant began operating (which may be weather-
related), and two years after operations began at the biodiesel facility.  
The blading labor costs rose steadily from $157,071 in 2003 to $248,797 in 2008. This could 
indicate not only additional effort required to maintain the overall road conditions but also a 
potential shift in the level of maintenance provided to a new group of roads (those that were 
bringing loads to the plant). 
More questions were generated for the engineer.  
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Figure 3.9. Cerro Gordo County annual expense for winter maintenance 
Figure 3.9 revealed several spikes in the snow removal category in 2001, 2004, and again in 
2008. Further review showed very similar spikes in 2001 in all four north-central counties. Upon 
investigation, history revealed that Iowa experienced a very severe winter season in 2008 The 
remaining two spikes still appeared to indicate that there was increased use of the roads for 
delivering grain to the facilities during the winter season.  
 
Figure 3.10. Cerro Gordo County annual expenses for bridge maintenance 
The bridge maintenance expenses shown in Figure 3.10 reveal definite spikes in both 1999 and 
2007. Bridge damage could have been caused by heavy loads associated with the wind farm 
construction. Following the bio-facilities openings, bridge damage could possibly have been 
caused by extreme stresses due to heavy and repeated loadings of grain carts and trucks.  
37 
Nearly each set of county graphs appeared to contain some unique spikes, and the authors 
believed they had substantive evidence of increased costs from the renewable energy facilities. 
Based on the annual report information and the graphs created with that information, the 
research team developed questions in preparation for interviews with the county engineers. Each 
county’s graphs and the research team’s preliminary thoughts were forwarded in advance to the 
four north-central county engineers for their review. 
3.4 County Engineer Interviews 
The north-central Iowa counties (and the engineers) that were chosen for interviews were   
Mary Kelly, PE, Cerro Gordo County         
Dusten Rolando, PE (also engineer for Chickasaw), Floyd County     
James Hyde, PE, Mitchell County and Worth County    
   
The interview was held jointly with all three of the county engineers for the four counties on 
February 24, 2009 in Mason City, IA. Copies of all notes and cost data received from them at 
that meeting are included in Appendix C. The many instances in the graphs where spikes or 
increasing cost conditions occurred soon after the renewable energy facilities were constructed 
were noted. However, during the interviews, the research team was repeatedly told that most of 
the spikes and increasing costs trends were coincidental expenses under the “normal” varying 
maintenance conditions. The following notes are examples of the explanations given by the 
engineers for the variations: 
• Buying additional road rock for next year’s stockpile during a fiscal year when funds 
were available 
• Combining bridge repair funds from two or more years into one bridge repair contract 
to encourage lower bid prices 
• Spending additional funds from the Federal Emergency Management Agency 
(FEMA) a year or two after a local disaster 
 
The only positive correlation made from the county maintenance cost graphs was that all of the 
counties’ costs were unusually high in winter snow removal and gravel road maintenance for 
2001. This common increased expenditure spike assured the research team that the maintenance 
cost data was relevant and detailed to the extent that trends can be identified. 
All the county engineers interviewed did agree on several issues: 
• Bioenergy plants or wind energy farms had initially cost the counties a substantial 
amount of money. 
• The damage (and subsequent repair costs) to county roads was a result of the 
following: 
○ For wind energy farms, the major damage occurs during construction 
activities and on granular roads. In addition to routine maintenance repairs, 
additional damage becomes evident in 1-1½ years after construction. The 
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roads impacted were used as haul roads for heavy transformers, other turbine 
parts, and multiple loads of construction materials.  
○ For biofuels plants, the road damage that occurs is not during plant 
construction. The damage is on-going and due to the continual hauling of raw 
product to the plant and finished products to market. 
• The delivery patterns of corn to the ethanol plants changed since the plants began 
operating. Originally, the corn came directly from the fields as it was harvested. Now, 
the corn most often goes to a farm cooperative for temporary storage and is later 
hauled to the ethanol plant. This process often results in concentrated haul routes and 
heavy loads on fewer roads. 
• The engineers recognize the political popularity and benefits of the biofuels plants 
and wind energy farms, as well as the potential for road damage and increasing 
maintenance costs. In order to compensate, they have adjusted pavement design 
standards to a higher level (at an additional cost) to provide for the increased heavy 
loads. 
• Local county and city leaders still feel that the additional costs associated with these 
operations are a positive for the county/city in terms of economic growth and local 
employment. Many counties promote the construction of biofuels plants. They may 
have enticed the renewable energy industry with cash, infrastructure matches, tax 
abatements, Revitalize Iowa’s Sound Economy (RISE) projects, etc. The trend of 
enticing renewable energy companies to construct in the county will probably 
continue in the future. 
 
3.4.1 Biofuels Plants Impacts 
All four north-central Iowa county engineers stated that they had incurred increased maintenance 
costs on many of their county roads due to the biofuels plants. Initially, these increased costs 
were on the gravel roads in the fall and spring when most corn is hauled from farms to the plants. 
Maintenance activities were adjusted to reduce the maintenance on other roads in the county in 
order to balance their annual budgets. Many of the counties have now found that the paved roads 
leading to biofuels plants are showing distress. Because of the restricted maintenance budgets, 
none were surprised that the cost history data didn’t reflect the impacts. The county engineers 
spent the same amount on total maintenance, but the portion on roads adjacent to biofuels plants 
increased. Typically, an increased amount of grading is done on the more heavily traveled roads 
and a reduced amount is done on the rest of the system. 
The paved road (S10) north of Joice in Worth County has experienced subsequent damage. The 
damage is associated with the increased corn hauling to this plant. The road is asphalt and was 
resurfaced only four years ago (in approximately 2004). Heavy truck traffic has already created 
two- to three-inch ruts in the pavement surface. The ruts are a hazard that tends to make vehicles 
lurch unexpectedly when one drives in and out of them. They also hold water, causing a 
hydroplaning in warm weather and slick spots in cold weather. The county engineers feel that 
they have been left with a liability exposure until this road can be repaired or rebuilt. Today, 
Worth County estimates that 65% of the corn for the ethanol plant at Hanlontown is coming 
from the north and uses County Road S10. 
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Floyd County has experienced changes in delivery patterns. Corn deliveries from adjoining 
Chickasaw County have increased substantially. Most of the corn appears to be coming from 
cooperatives. Corn is moved from the farm to the cooperative at harvest time. Then, depending 
on market value and the demand for corn, the corn is moved from the cooperative to the ethanol 
plants. As mentioned earlier, the research team expected to see corn delivery from a homogenous 
radius around ethanol plants. Both of these examples show that corn supplies are not 
homogenous and that the renewable fuels plants impacts are not constrained by jurisdictional 
boundaries. They will impact transportation facilities in adjacent counties.  
3.4.2 Wind Energy Farms Impacts 
Construction of wind energy farms requires a large number of heavy vehicles. The concrete base 
for each of the 130 wind towers in Mitchell County contains 550 cubic yards (55 to 60 loads on 
7 cubic yard trucks) of concrete. Transport equipment used to move the cranes used to set in the 
towers to a site are very heavy. See Figure 3.11.  
 
 Figure 3.11. Crane being readied for tower erection work (photo courtesy of Mitchell 
County) 
While most of the heavy lifting done by the heavy cranes during the tower erection process is off 
the public road right-of-way, moving the cranes from site to site can easily cause extensive road 
damage. Transporting heavy electrical transformers to the towers may be extremely damaging to 
the roads when there is wet weather or frost on the roadway in the spring. The transformers 
weigh about 1½ million pounds each and must be permitted for overweight travel. They are 
transported on very long, multi-axle trailers. The effects of the overweight vehicle are evident by 
the road rutting shown in Figure 3.12. 
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Figure 3.12. Electrical transformer en route to power station (photo courtesy of Mitchell 
County) 
Because these large hauling units require many axles and are very long, turns at intersections are 
especially challenging (see Figure 3.13). Some haulers use trailer units with rear axle steering to 
reduce the turning radius. Hook and ladder fire trucks use the same concept on their trailers. 
These rear steering trailers are often used for the much longer but lighter loads of wind turbine 
blades. Turning radii for all of these long units require additional roadway width at intersections 
and driveways along the route. More details about requirements and design standards for these 
radii are presented in Chapter 6 of this report. 
 
Figure 3.13. Heavy hauler maneuvering a turn (photo courtesy of Mitchell County) 
Transportation infrastructure damages and associated costs relating to wind farms have been 
difficult to quantify.  
1. In Mitchell County, the construction company crushed and hauled all of the aggregate 
necessary to maintain and repair the granular roads. No cost records are available for 
this expenditure. The county engineer does know that a considerable amount of 
surfacing material was placed on county roads during the construction phase. 
41 
2. Floyd County experienced very little road damage because most of their wind farm 
was constructed during the winter months when the roads were frozen.  
3. Cerro Gordo County had few records from their initial 1998 wind farm construction. 
The board of supervisors’ resolution on file noted that the applicant was responsible 
for maintaining the roads and repairing all road damage. Surfacing materials for the 
2006 wind farm expansion were hauled primarily on U.S. 65 and thus did not impact 
county maintenance costs. 
4. In Worth County, the county performed the required maintenance work. The 
construction company was billed $38,650 for that work. After moving of one of the 
heavy transformers, a road paved with 8½ inches of asphalt was left with ruts over 1 
inch deep. These ruts were filled with slurry but could not be repaired effectively. 
 
3.4.3 Pavement Designs 
The heavy truckloads that county roads are being subjected to during renewable energy site 
construction may be devastating. The resulting costs to the counties for repair or reconstruction 
are considerable. Normal county pavement design would involve trying to predict the total traffic 
volume at the end of the pavement’s design life and then applying a percentage of trucks based 
on anticipated industry growth in the area. This estimate would provide the number of ESALs 
(the basis of pavement thickness design formulas) that the road would carry during its life cycle. 
However, the operations of area bioplants in north-central Iowa have altered several of these 
formula components, yielding poor predictive results. If a plant is developed and constructed 
during the life of an improved roadway segment, the roadway’s life is substantially shortened. In 
an effort to prevent this, the pavement design standards in three of the four north-central counties 
have been artificially upgraded in order to better accommodate the heavier truck traffic loads in 
any area of anticipated growth. Mitchell and Worth Counties now design their pavements for 10 
million ESALs for roads that connect cooperatives to biofuels plants. Floyd County has raised 
the pavement design standard from 100,000 to 300,000 ESALs for the same anticipated roadway 
usage. A more accurate estimate of future traffic patterns for these facilities would certainly help 
reach some standard of need. 
Despite the increased pavement design standards for new roadways, the older roads often need 
maintenance work before new facilities are constructed. All four county engineers agreed that 
their Boards of Supervisors are aware of this fact and recognize the associated impacts to the 
roads. Many times the supervisors feel that the need for economic growth and jobs in their 
county overrides the negative points and increased transportation infrastructure maintenance 
costs associated with the plants.  
In some of Iowa’s first biofuels plant locations, the plant/farm developer had a considerable 
amount of bargaining power when many competing sites were available. Cerro Gordo County 
made an agreement for infrastructure improvements through expanding a biofuels plant, 
knowing that the property was going to be annexed by the city. Some division of cost was made 
in anticipation of future tax revenues. Additional consideration of the “common good” or 
“balancing the scales” has begun to take place in Mitchell and Worth Counties, where they have 
formed Tax Increment Financing (TIF) districts for wind energy farms. The TIF raises revenue 
for future road repair and construction work associated with the wind energy farms. These two 
counties have over $15 million of TIF-funded work budgeted for pavement overlays (pavement 
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strengthening) over the next two years. In addition, Mitchell County has passed a “Road 
Preservation Ordinance,” which allows the county to collect repair money for road damages 
caused by the renewable energy industry. 
3.4.4 Impacts to Bridges 
None of the four county engineers have noted damage to their bridges that they could directly 
relate to the biofuels plants or wind energy farms. They did agree that hauling raw material to the 
plants (both now and in the future) will continue to stress their aging bridges. Figure 3.14 shows 
how continued stress can impact bridges. 
 
Figure 3.14. Bridge failure under grain cart (photo courtesy of Audubon County) 
Although Figure 3.14 does not represent a specific bioplant incident, this grain was being hauled 
in a grain cart on a public roadway to some destination that could have been bioplant-related. 
The excessive weight of the grain and cart has obviously destroyed one span of this bridge and 
very likely damaged bridge members in other spans.  
3.5 Maintenance Cost Analysis: Southeastern Counties 
In May 2009, additional counties were contacted to determine if the data the research team had 
developed and the results obtained from the north-central county interviews were typical and 
representative. The research team wanted to test the theory that variations in terrain and soil 
types may make quantifiable differences in increased maintenance costs due to the biofuels 
plants and wind energy farms. The following counties were contacted for information:  
• Ethanol Plants—Adams, Freemont, and Crawford Counties; Des Moines County 
added later 
• Biodiesel Plants—Jasper and Washington Counties; Lee County added later 
• Wind Farms—Carroll and Sac Counties 
 
Figure 3.15 shows the location of each of these counties.  
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Figure 3.15. Additional counties reviewed for information 
Des Moines and Lee Counties were identified from preliminary maps as possible contacts that 
may have information and be willing to assist the research effort. Graphs of expenditure trends 
were developed for those two counties. The data and the research team’s interpolation of that 
data were sent to the county engineers for review and comments. 
The research team’s evaluation of the surveys and maintenance cost history supported the same 
ideas and concepts that had originally been identified for the north-central counties. Maintenance 
cost graphs for these counties are included in Appendix D. 
3.5.1 Biofuels Impacts 
In-person interviews with Des Moines and Lee Counties were scheduled but, due to a scheduling 
conflict, Lee County’s was conducted by phone. The county engineer, Ernie Steffensmeier, said 
the bioplant in Lee County (Tri-City Energy) is located in the City of Keokuk and that all the 
raw materials are shipped on state highways. The same is true for the finished products. Ernie 
has seen no problems on the county roads due to the construction or operation of this plant. 
Likewise, he has made no changes to any of his maintenance operations or design standards 
because of this plant.  
Des Moines County Engineer Brian Carter was interviewed on July 9, 2009. Items discussed 
included his experiences, challenges and reactions to the ethanol facilities in his county, and any 
changes that he has made to the county’s maintenance and design standards. The county’s gravel 
roads have been significantly affected, mostly because of the soft road in spring and summer 
2008. In reviewing the expenditure analysis graphs for Des Moines County, Brian’s feeling was 
that the spikes shown for pavement repair, winter maintenance, and bridge maintenance had little 
correlation to the plant operation. Although he felt that the plant operated directly correlated to 
the expenditure for granular surfacing, the fact that Des Moines County had some severe 
winter/spring weather the previous two seasons was also a major factor. He, like the other 
engineers interviewed, emphasized that the expenditures only represent what he can spend with 
his allocated budget—not what needs to be spent to repair all damages. Brian has not seen a big 
transition in haul routes (more from elevators) and, in fact, noted that there has recently been a 
lot of storage bin construction. He believes that many corn producers hold their saleable crop 
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longer to get the highest price. Because of their lack of storage capacity, the elevators have 
remained filled and have limited their ability to accept new crops. Therefore, the area product 
still comes in from all directions. One other item of interest was that the ethanol plant would take 
wetter corn (up to 17% moisture) than the elevator without a penalty. During the past wet 
seasons, local farmers could take their crops to the ethanol plant and avoid docking and/or drying 
charges. 
In an effort to entice the ethanol plant to locate in Des Moines County, the Board of Supervisors 
agreed to the expenses of the road work and a highway interchange construction cost. In 
addition, the board agreed to a tax abatement that allows no taxes to be collected during the first 
10 years of operation and then limits taxes by using only 10% of the property valuation during 
the next 10 years. No additional funds from other sources have been granted to the county road 
department for the additional maintenance costs incurred. Brian feels that the political attitude 
toward this type of “economic growth” has not changed and that his board would make the same 
decision today, except for not allowing as much of a tax break over the 20 years. 
Because Brian farms with his father, the research team asked if he had any insight into the future 
of alternate materials, such as switch grass, corn stalks and cobs, or wood fiber. He thought that 
many in his area used no-till farming techniques and that they would be very slow to begin 
selling the stalks, which are used as crop nutrients. He also did not believe that a pipeline would 
be a feasible method of ethanol transportation because of the cost. As an example, the county has 
a landfill and had considered selling some of the methane it produced to the ethanol plant via a 
new pipeline. The idea was abandoned once potential construction costs were developed. 
In addition to transportation considerations, fire services are a problem for many rural ethanol 
plants that are protected by volunteer departments. The volunteer departments are simply not 
equipped to handle an ethanol fire, especially a large fire at an ethanol plant. 
3.5.2 Pavement Designs 
Because of recent new construction in Des Moines County (noted later in this report), little 
pavement deterioration has been noted from the increasing traffic since the ethanol plant began 
operating in 2004. However, a growing trend seems to be that truck traffic from the north gets 
off U.S. 61, travels west on Flint Bottom Road to Beaverdale Road, and then comes south to the 
plant, as shown in Figure 3.16. 
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Figure 3.16. Location of Des Moines County ethanol plant 
Flint Bottom and Beaverdale Roads seem to be the most vulnerable to the truck increase, 
although no damage has become apparent. The research team discussed design standards and 
Brian has not really had to face that issue yet because many of his roads were resurfaced just 
before the plant began operating. On his last road project, Brian did use cold in-place recycling 
in addition to adding resurfacing to try to build in more strength. He currently has no fixed 
ESAL requirements but will be analyzing these requirements closely when he prepares for work 
on Beaverdale Road. 
3.5.3 Impacts to Bridges 
Brian agreed that semi-trucks have become the norm for transporting crops for most farm 
operations. He anticipates that a bridge located on Beaverdale Road will need to be replaced 
sooner than normal because of the plant operations. Brian has just completed bridge inspections 
for several county bridges. The Beaverdale bridge will require a posting for one-lane traffic or 
posting a weight limit restriction. 
3.6 Construction Costs were Augmented 
Initial infrastructure construction costs were incurred by the counties. This fact was substantiated 
by reviewing their payment documents, which revealed the following: 
1. Paving projects before the construction of the ethanol plants in both Worth County 
($222,003) and Mitchell County ($387,820 with $201,800 RISE funds) were 
designed and monitored by the counties’ engineering forces; however, the contracted 
costs were partially paid with RISE funds and partially with county funding. The cost 
of the paving located north of the town of Manly where the ethanol storage site was 
built was paid using casino (gambling) revenues ($30,767). 
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2. A RISE grant was obtained for part of the infrastructure work needed in both Cerro 
Gordo and Floyd Counties. Cerro Gordo County’s latest project for its ethanol plant 
road was a joint city-county-RISE–funded endeavor. It was a three-mile road project 
combined with the installation of utility lines to provide service to the new plant. 
RISE funds ($312,000), city funds ($589,000), and county funds ($1,770,542) 
allowed this $2.875 million project to be completed. The property was annexed 
within a year after project completion and now primarily provides revenue back to 
the city. In addition to the site reviews and normal permitting for new and widened 
drives and entrances, Cerro Gordo County dedicated some of its Local Option Sales 
Tax (LOST) revenues to additional costs incurred with its latest wind farm expansion. 
3. Floyd County’s RISE project for road turning lanes and improvements was a $1.5 
million cooperative project, with its ethanol producer (VeraSun) contributing 
$100,000, RISE providing $312,000, and the county contributing $1.1 million toward 
the effort. Drive and entrance work on the wind farm project was all done by the 
contractor, so little additional construction expense was incurred. Damages and 
resulting costs for the roads relating to ethanol plants were noted by some of the 
engineers to be quite severe in some instances. For example, the pavement leading to 
the plant from the south has deteriorated considerably since the plant opened. Several 
of the three- to four-inch asphalt roads in the area are also showing stress from the 
heavy traffic. Dusten Rolando, county engineer in Chickasaw County, also sees the 
beginning of distress on those county roads that are used to haul material to the 
Charles City plant. 
4. Des Moines County received a RISE grant for a paving project of one mile of 
portland cement concrete north of old U.S. 34 up to Beaverdale Road, which was 
already paved. The plant is located in the middle of that mile, and the new road 
provides access from either end via a paved connection. The construction costs for 
the Beaverdale interchange off U.S. 34 and 103rd Street (the actual plant road) were 
split as shown in Table 3.2. 
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Table 3.2. Breakdown of ROW and construction costs for highway improvements 
Beaverdale Interchange Des Moines County 
West 
Burlington BADCO TOTAL 
Interchange R.O.W.  $31,403.00 $31,403.00 $31,403.00 $94,209.00 
       
Interchange Grading  $63,919.74 $63,919.74 $0.00 $127,839.48 
*includes consultant fees     
Interchange Paving  $642,029.26 $0.00 $0.00 $642,029.26 
       
103rd St. (Ethanol Road) Des Moines County 
West 
Burlington  TOTAL 
103rd St. R.O.W.  $73,687.50 $19,900.00  $93,587.50 
       
103rd St. Grading  $238,365.59 $94,710.47  $333,076.06 
*includes consultant fees     
103rd St. Paving  $714,353.90 $135,140.78  $849,494.68 
*includes consultant fees     
       
TOTALS   $1,763,758.99 $345,073.99 $31,403.00 $2,140,235.98 
       
GRANTS       
RISE Grant $500,000.00     
       
EDA Grant $500,000.00     
       
 TOTAL $1,000,000.00     
 
Brian Carter indicated that, although the plant is located outside the city limits of Burlington, the 
city had also provided a portion of the funds needed to get the plant to come to their area. Old 
U.S. 34 had been resurfaced before being transferred to the county’s jurisdiction just a few years 
ago, so it was, and still is, in pretty good condition. The new road paving project was 10-inch 
thick PCC, which is thicker than the 8 or 9 inches Brian normally would use on his other roads. 
Traffic prior to plant construction had caused another county route, Washington RD, to 
deteriorate. This route runs east and west along the north end of the new plant road and was 
formerly under state jurisdiction. Knowing the plant was coming, the road was scheduled for 
needed rehabilitation work that was completed about the same time that the plant became 
operational. Therefore, this segment of roadway is still in good condition, despite the increased 
loading from the ethanol plant traffic. As a part of the initial interagency agreement, the county 
Board of Supervisors also agreed to pay for the construction of an interchange at the south end of 
the new road, off U.S. 34. This was done entirely at their expense—an investment of over 
$642,000.  
In addition to all the upfront construction costs, the Des Moines County Board also approved 
100% tax abatement for the first 10 years and 90% tax abatement for the next 10 years, so 
additional “costs” were incurred as a loss to revenues. In Floyd County, the Board of Supervisors 
abated property taxes and allowed a 90% reduction in assessed valuations for the first 12 years of 
operation.  
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All the counties surveyed feel that the political attitude toward this type of “economic growth” 
has not changed and that their board would allow the same tax advantages today to win a new 
plant. 
3.7 The Future 
These thoughts and concerns led the authors to create a list of insights and questions for the 
future.  
• Is the current (or future) demand for ethanol great enough to justify pipeline 
transport, eliminating some of the transportation problems with the final product? 
Probably not. 
• Will alternative raw materials (switch grass, sugar cane, or sugar beets) for the 
ethanol production adequately change the transport equipment or routes to lessen the 
associated road problems? Probably not. However, research in this area is being 
conducted and prototype equipment is being designed for this purpose. 
• Can a new funding stream be created for both the initial construction as well as 
repairing and rebuilding roads to adequately provide funds to resolve the problem? 
Probably, as evidenced by the TIF funding and the preservation type ordinances used 
by Mitchell and Worth Counties. These TIF ordinances, however, must be adopted 
BEFORE the plant or wind farm start up and will repay initial infrastructure 
construction costs based on the increased valuation of the property. Payment of future 
maintenance repairs for roads serving both wind farms and bioplants will require a 
different approach. After the tax base is developed and the life of the TIF district 
draws to a close, the funding source also ends. Property tax increases from TIF 
districts all go to repay the initial costs of infrastructure projects, thereby limiting the 
revenue streams of counties and schools. It is no surprise that this practice, therefore, 
is not always viewed as a positive measure by all who are concerned. Perhaps using 
new fees that could be assessed (per gallon produced, per bushel or ton input, or per 
truckload in and out of the plant) could provide the repair funds that will be needed in 
the future after the TIF district has expired.  
• Can the loss of income to counties be balanced when a city annexes property so that 
both can at least break even on their economic investment? Probably with planning 
and cooperation between the jurisdictions in spite of the natural tendency of each to 
watch out only for their own financial welfare. For example, Mason City and Cerro 
Gordo Counties both invested in the infrastructure costs needed for plant expansion 
and then agreed to wait for over a year to annex the plant’s property into the city.   
 
3.8 Summary 
All of the counties interviewed: 
• Offered financial concessions to the biofuels companies to entice them to build in 
their jurisdiction. Current financial troubles and high unemployment rates in most 
counties keep this as the most anticipated reaction from county boards now and in the 
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future. 
• Utilized any available state or federal funds that could be used for economic 
development projects to initially fund pavement needs. Continued availability of 
these types of funding will be necessary in the future as county coffers run low in this 
budget crunch. No common reporting site exists to capture all upfront costs in one 
place. 
• Experienced deterioration of their paved road systems around a biofuels facility 
within a couple years of the plant opening. Deterioration of the non-paved roads 
around these plants is much more rapid, usually showing a significant amount in the 
first year. Damage and deterioration of county roads occurs during the construction 
phase of a wind turbine farm and is minimal once the farm is operational. Inclement 
weather (and resulting soft roads) speed this process even more in all cases. 
• Lacked adequate revenues to continue full maintenance on all roads. The result is that 
the increased traffic and loads on the major corn hauling roads require more 
maintenance and leftover funds  must be reallocated to all the other roads. In the 
future, better records of expenditures on those major hauling roads would allow for a 
more equitable fee structure if one could ever be enacted. 
• Agreed that the unpredictability of where a new biofuels plant might locate 
complicates the decision of what design ESAC factors to use in pavement designs for 
new or rehabilitation paving projects. Changes that have occurred in hauling patterns 
to existing plants have also complicated the truck counts that produce the ESAL 
predictions. Although adopting higher design standards for all county routes is not an 
inexpensive option, it does provide adequate pavement structure to hold the loads and 
minimize pavement failures. 
• Lacked formal evidence to support their belief of increased bridge deterioration and 
shortened life due to the additional hauling over specific routes to get the corn to a 
plant site. Their concerns were for the countless short wooden structures, which are 
most common on their low-volume roads and that are susceptible to failure from 
overloads. 
 
Additional information and data collection in these areas could provide local officials more 
insight and direction for making many of these decisions. 
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CHAPTER 4. ESTIMATION OF TRAFFIC GROWTH AND PAVEMENT 
DETERIORATION 
4.1 Introduction 
The research objective was to prepare a traffic and local government fiscal impact model. The 
model will be used to assess the impact of additional crop-based biofuels plants, cellulose-based 
plants, and wind turbine farms on the transportation system. The approach was to investigate the 
large truck traffic patterns on Iowa’s secondary and local roads and to correlate those patterns 
with the pavement condition. In addition, the engineering characteristics of the subgrade were 
evaluated to gain a better understanding of the impacts of the growing renewable energy industry 
on the transportation infrastructure in Iowa. The research was to quantify and visualize the 
impacts. In order to accomplish this, the research team focused on the counties with existing 
biofuels production facilities that were identified in Chapter 3. The research team relied on data 
from the Iowa DOT and the ICEA Service Bureau in order to document the traffic and fiscal 
impacts of the renewable energy industry. 
4.2 Transportation Infrastructure Issues Associated with Renewable Energy Industry 
The renewable energy industry, like any other industry, involves production/collection and 
distribution of raw materials as well as finished products. As a result, the success of the 
renewable energy industry depends on the quality of service that the transportation infrastructure 
can provide. The Iowa Department of Economic Developments (IDED) reports that, nationally, 
Iowa is number one in ethanol and biomass production, second in biodiesel production, and has 
recently supplanted California as the second largest producer of wind energy (IDED 2009). 
These milestones come at a price for the state’s transportation infrastructure as increased traffic 
resulting from the renewable energy industry will likely impact the transportation infrastructure, 
increasing maintenance expenses for state and local governments (Haddad et al. 2009). The 
renewable energy industry has two components with different impacts on the transportation 
infrastructure: impacts based on renewable fuel production plants (ethanol and biodiesel plants) 
and impacts based on renewable energy (wind farms). 
4.2.1 Impacts Associated with Biofuels Plants 
Two categories of impacts associated with biofuels plants are considered in this study. The first 
impact is that of increased heavy vehicle traffic transporting grain to the ethanol plant and the 
finished products to retail markets. Figure 4.1 shows the location of ethanol and biodiesel plants 
in the Iowa. Figure 4.2 shows the typical transport system for the biofuels production process. 
The truck transportation associated with ethanol and biodiesel production consists of four 
phases: 
1. Farm to storage (sometimes farm to fuel production plant) 
2. Storage to renewable fuel production plant 
3. Fuel production plant to fuel blending and/or storage 
4. Storage to retail markets 
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The last three phases normally use conventional trucks to move products. Iowa has the capacity 
to produce more than 3.9 billion gallons of ethanol annually (more than 30% of the entire U.S. 
production), approximately 52% of which is sold to markets outside of Iowa. According to a 
survey conducted by Iowa State University, high demand for ethanol industries is expected to 
generate more need for in-state transportation (Tun-Hsiang 2008). These three phases depend on 
trucking and the primary and secondary roadway systems to move the finished products to 
market. 
 
Figure 4.1. Distribution of ethanol and biodiesel plants in Iowa 
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Figure 4.2. Typical transport system for biofuels production (National Bioenergy Center, 
National Renewable Energy Laboratory) 
The second impact is the potential impact due to cellulosic ethanol plants. Studies have shown 
that cellulose materials, such as wheat and rice straw, switch grass, paper pulp, and agricultural 
products (corn cobs and corn stover), produce more renewable fuel than the starches and sugars 
found in corn. As discussed in Chapter 2, cellulose production for renewable fuels may shift 
toward genetically modified perennial grasses, such as switch grass and Miscanthus. Cellulose 
materials are bulky and will potentially require large-sized vehicles for transportation to 
processing plants. 
Both scenarios present a challenge to those sections of Iowa’s functionally obsolete 
infrastructure (such as narrow bridges and roads), which prohibits the movement of large-sized 
vehicles (TRIP 2008). While heavy vehicle movements could be restricted (or limited) on 
structurally deficient infrastructure (such as load-limited bridges, thin pavements, and gravel and 
unpaved roadways), the oversized vehicles are not as easily managed. The challenges to be 
confronted are the weight and the physical dimensions of transportation vehicles used in the 
renewable fuels production process. 
4.2.2 Impacts Associated with Wind Energy Farms 
The impacts of the wind energy industry on the state’s transportation system are generated when 
turbines, parts, and materials are moved with oversized vehicles from manufacturing plants to 
the wind turbine construction site. As the turbine blades become larger, the weight and length 
increases, which is a concern when they are transported on the secondary roadway system.  
After construction is complete, oversized vehicles are seldom needed for the production and 
operation of the turbines, except during maintenance or turbine replacement. Wind energy does 
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not generate on-going heavy vehicle traffic like the renewable fuels industry does.  Figure 4.3 
shows the distribution of wind turbines in Iowa. Wind farms are generally located in the north 
and northwest areas of the state.  
 
Figure 4.3. Distribution of wind turbines in Iowa 
4.3 Transportation Growth in Iowa, 1998 to 2008 
To understand the impact of the renewable energy industry on secondary and local roadways, the 
research team first investigated primary highway and Interstate traffic growth in Iowa from 1998 
to 2008. The team looked at the overall annual vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and specifically at 
large-truck VMT. Large truck, as used in this report, is defined as single- or multiple-trailer 
trucks with four or more axles. The traffic data were provided by the Iowa DOT Geographic 
Information Management System (GIMS). In addition to examining statewide VMT growth, the 
research team focused on impacts around select ethanol and biodiesel plants. Figure 4.4 
diagrams the impacts of the ethanol and biodiesel plants on the primary and secondary routes 
surrounding these select plants.  
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Figure 4.2. Diagram showing impacts radius of plants 
4.3.1 Statewide Trends 
Figures 4.5 through 4.8 show the traffic growth trends on Iowa’s primary and Interstate 
highways and secondary and urban road systems. Figures 4.5 through 4.7 covers the period from 
1998 to 2008, and Figure 4.8 covers the period of 2002 to 2008. Figures 4.9 through 4.12 show 
the large-truck traffic trends. The data for the secondary and local road systems were derived 
from the Iowa DOT annual VMT reports. Separate charts are provided for primary urban and 
rural road systems. In general, the figures show a slight increase in annual VMT for all vehicles 
on the primary road system and a fairly steady rate for the secondary and local roads; however, 
there is a noticeable increase in large-truck VMT on the primary and Interstate highway systems. 
The secondary road system also recorded an increase, although smaller, in large-truck VMT in 
the last two years.  
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Figure 4.3. Traffic growth on Iowa primary road system 1998–2008 
 
Figure 4.4. Traffic growth on Iowa urban primary road system, 1998–2008 
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4.3.2 Annual Trends—All Vehicles 
 
Figure 4.7. Traffic growth on Iowa rural primary road system, 1998–2008 
 
Figure 4.8. Traffic growth on Iowa secondary and local (urban) road system, 2002–2008 
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4.3.3 Annual VMT Trends—Large Trucks 
 
Figure 4.9. Large-truck traffic growth on Iowa primary road system, 1998–2008 
 
Figure 4.10. Large-truck traffic growth on Iowa rural primary road system, 1998–2008 
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Figure 4.11. Large-truck traffic growth on Iowa urban primary road system, 1998–2008 
 
Figure 4.12. Large-truck traffic growth on Iowa secondary and local (urban) road system, 
2002–2008 
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4.3.4 Growth Trends in Select Counties 
Chapter 3 discussed the selection of counties for evaluation. Figure 4.13 shows a map of the 
selected counties, the ethanol and biodiesel plants within those counties, and the counties within 
a 20-mile radius of these plants. The counties shown in Figure 4.13 have more than 50% of the 
road network within this 20-mile radius. The map also shows the wind energy farm locations. 
 
Figure 4.13. Map showing selected plants, wind turbines, and counties 
Figures 4.14 and 4.15 show the annual distribution of large-truck traffic within a 20-mile radius 
of the plants from 2002 to 2008.  
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Figure 4.14. Large-truck traffic growth on secondary roads in select southern counties 
In the south, the ethanol plants in Des Moines and Lee Counties became operational in 2004 and 
2007, respectively. Figure 4.14 shows a significant increase in the large-truck annual VMT 
during 2003 and during 2006 and 2007. The increased VMT is due to the construction activities 
for these plants. 
 
Figure 4.15. Large-truck traffic growth on secondary roads in the northern counties 
In the north, the ethanol plants became operational in 2003 in both Cerro Gordo and Worth 
Counties, and the biodiesel plant began operating in Cerro Gordo in 2005. Although the “before” 
data is lacking, the research team was able to see that the Worth County large-truck VMT in 
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2002 is greater than the large-truck VMT in 2003 when the ethanol plant became operational. 
Also, the large-truck VMT in 2004 is greater than the large-truck VMT in 2005 and 2006 when  
the biodiesel plant became fully operational. This trend shows that there was increased traffic 
due to plant construction. The truck traffic dipped after the plants became operational but never 
returned to the level prior to the plants’ construction. These findings suggest an increase in truck 
traffic during plant construction and, even though volumes decrease afterwards, they are still 
above the pre-plant levels.  
4.4 Pavement Deterioration 
Increased traffic of semi-trailers and other heavy vehicles from the growing renewable energy 
industry will likely accelerate the deterioration of the transportation infrastructure, thereby 
increasing the maintenance expenses for state and local governments (Fox and Porca 2001). In 
view of this trend, the research team examined the road conditions around select ethanol and 
biodiesel plants to determine if there were impacts on the pavement condition. 
The Pavement Condition Index (PCI) is a numerical index between 0 and 100 that is used to 
indicate the condition of a roadway based on measurements of roughness and surface distress. It 
is widely used in transportation. Figure 4.16 shows the breakdown of how roads are classified 
based on their PCI rating. Some agencies calculate PCI for a network by collecting road distress 
data (such as roughness index, rutting, cracking, etc.) on sample sections of the network and by 
computing PCI based on those sample sections to represent the whole network. In Iowa, distress 
data are collected on the entire network (where possible) and, as much as possible, PCI is 
calculated based on 100% coverage. 
 
Figure 4.16. PCI rating system 
4.4.1 Primary Highway System 
The Iowa DOT, county, and city agencies charged with road maintenance typically use PCI as a 
trigger to schedule maintenance or rehabilitation, determine the extent and cost of repair, 
determine the overall network condition, and allow for equal comparisons of different 
pavements’ performance (Deighton 1998). Although it might be a trigger, actual pavement 
project implementation depends on the availability of funds. A PCI of 40 or less may not 
necessarily generate a pavement rehabilitation project. 
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In order to track the pavement condition, the research team used weighted average PCI as 
opposed to average PCI. The weighted PCI takes the proportional relevance of each pavement 
segment into consideration rather than treating each segment equally. For example, if a county 
maintains a road network of 5 miles spread across 5 road segments and one segment is 3 miles 
long and the others are 0.5 mile long, the weighted PCI assigns more weight to the 3 mile 
segment. Table 4.1 shows the weighted PCI summary for the primary road system, and Table 4.2 
shows the number of projects approved by the Iowa DOT on sections of roadway within the 
selected counties. These projects are not necessarily pavement surface improvement projects. 
Considering that the overall PCI in Table 4.1 is consistently good implies that these projects in 
some way end up improving the pavement condition in addition to accomplishing other primary 
or secondary considerations that warranted it. The fact that the number of projects seems to be 
the same each year shows the amount of deterioration the pavement suffers within a given year. 
The research team cannot attribute all the large-truck traffic on these roads to the biorenewable 
industry and cannot conclusively say how much of the truck traffic is a result of the renewable 
energy industry. 
Table 4.1. Primary weighted PCI summary for counties within the study area 
County 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 
Cerro Gordo 72 74 69 70 74 76 74 76 74 
Des Moines 64 72 68 61 60 64 69 67 66 
Floyd 72 73 71 72 74 72 66 68 67 
Franklin 72 75 66 63 67 67 65 68 69 
Henry 75 80 80 80 76 80 80 82 82 
Lee 70 71 67 69 69 72 77 78 77 
Louisa 67 69 63 54 66 68 67 64 63 
Mitchell 70 70 59 58 74 72 65 64 65 
Winnebago 69 69 65 65 67 66 59 59 56 
Worth 75 76 76 74 75 73 65 65 68 
 
Table 4.2. Number of highway projects on the primary and Interstate road sections within 
the select counties per year 
County 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Cerro Gordo 61 70 72 58 60 57 57 57 57 57 57 
Des Moines 42 42 46 42 42 33 35 26 34 32 32 
Floyd 33 36 47 41 41 37 38 38 38 38 38 
Franklin 35 35 34 33 33 31 33 33 33 34 34 
Hancock 15 15 13 13 13 13 13 13 15 15 15 
Henry 30 37 40 36 39 37 38 31 37 40 37 
Lee 60 60 61 59 59 49 50 40 66 61 58 
Louisa 34 34 34 32 32 23 23 23 23 23 23 
Winnebago 21 21 22 17 17 16 16 16 17 17 17 
Worth 29 29 29 26 26 23 23 23 23 23 23 
63 
4.4.2 Secondary Road System 
A summary of the pavement condition of the secondary road system in Iowa is provided through 
the Iowa Pavement Management Program. Unfortunately, the northern counties have not 
collected pavement condition data since 2004. The weighted PCI summaries for the southern 
counties are shown in Table 4.3. This table only captures four cycles of data collection, which is 
not enough to generate any conclusion of statistical significance.  
Table 4.3. Secondary weighted PCI summary for select southern counties 
 
 
 
 
 
In view of the data limitations, the research team examined the annual expense reports of the 
counties (discussed in Chapter 3) to assess any relationships between the increase in traffic and 
maintenance costs.  
Figure 4.17 shows pavement-related expenditures for the southern counties, while Figure 4.18 
shows the pavement-related expenditures for the northern counties. These expenditures include 
pavement repairs, hot mix asphalt (HMA), PCC, and seal coat applications. From Figure 4.17, 
expenditures peaked in 2003 and again in 2006, which illustrates the impact of the construction 
activities. Figure 4.18 shows a similar trend of increased expenditures in the years before the 
plants became operational. This observation is validated by Figures 4.14 and 4.15, which show 
increased truck traffic during the construction of the plants. 
 
Figure 4.17. Pavement-related expenditures for Des Moines and Lee Counties 
County 2001 2003 2005 2007
Des Moines 57 55 60 60 
Lee 58 65 68 70 
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Figure 4.18. Pavement-related expenditures for Cerro Gordo and Worth Counties 
Figures 4.19 and 4.20 show the fluctuation in maintenance costs for gravel roads. Overall, 
Figures 4.19 and 4.20 show a consistently increasing trend of expenditures for maintaining 
gravel roads. 
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Figure 4.19. Gravel road maintenance cost for Des Moines and Lee Counties 
 
Figure 4.20. Gravel road maintenance costs for Cerro Gordo and Worth Counties 
4.5 Soil Condition  
This section investigates the pavement deterioration and its dependency on the engineering 
properties of the subgrade. Figure 4.21 shows the soil properties in the selected and surrounding 
Ethanol 2004 Biodiesel 2007 
Ethanol 2003 Biodiesel 
2004/05  
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counties. The soil designation is based on the American Association of State Highway and 
Transportation Officials (AASHTO) classification system. The system is used for road 
construction and provides ratings of the subgrade. There are eight major groups: A1 through A8. 
The classification A8 is for organic soils, ranging from good (A1–A3) to fair (A4–A5) to poor 
(A6–A7). Soil conditions vary from county to county.  
 
Figure 4.21. AASHTO soil classification in the selected counties 
In order to rate the subgrade of the roadways evaluated, the 2008 Iowa DOT road network was 
spatially joined to the U.S. General Soil Map data for Iowa (obtained from the U.S. Department 
of Agriculture). The roads were spatially joined to the nearest soil type, as shown in Figure 4.22. 
The percentages in Table 4.4 represent the proportion of roadway miles in each broad category 
of soil (poor, fair, and good) per county. To arrive at a single weighted soil rating, the three 
broad categories were assigned numerical weights ranging from 1 for poor soil to 3 for good soil. 
Table 4.2 shows that the ratings range from 1.28 to 1.87, which means that the pavement 
subgrades in these counties are in poor to fair condition.  
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Figure 4.22. AASHTO soil classification in the selected counties with the road network 
overlay 
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Table 4.4. Soil rating for selected counties based on AASHTO classification 
 SOIL RATINGS 
County Good (%) Fair (%) Poor (%) Weighted Rating 
Cerro Gordo 1.59 53.66 44.75 1.57 
Des Moines 8.13 53.08 38.79 1.69 
Lee 0.00 48.41 51.59 1.48 
Worth 16.06 53.06 30.87 1.85 
 
4.6 Summary 
In this chapter, the research team looked at the large-truck VMT on primary, secondary, and 
local roads from both a statewide perspective and a narrower perspective of the select counties 
that have a biofuels production plant. The research team sought to look at the large-truck VMT 
distribution based on distance from the plant, but there was no available valid data to accomplish 
that. Preliminary investigation of the large-truck traffic trend suggests that truck traffic increases 
and accompanies plant construction and that, even though the truck traffic decreases following 
construction, it is still enough to create concern for the county and local engineers. 
In addition, the research team evaluated pavement deterioration using expenditures on pavement 
repairs and maintenance in the selected counties from 1999 through 2008. The results show 
increased expenditures accompanying plant construction and an increasing trend afterwards. The 
counties are experiencing increased overheads for maintaining their gravel roads, which accounts 
for more than 70% of their system. This pattern is likely to increase as Iowa continues to lead the 
way in the renewable energy industry. 
Finally, the research team looked at the subgrade characteristics in each county to ascertain if 
that variable played a role in advancing pavement deterioration. The results show that all 
counties surveyed had similar subgrade characteristics.  
In conclusion, the research team believes that pavement deterioration should be further 
investigated with actual PCI values.  
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CHAPTER 5. TRAFFIC IMPACT MODEL AND PAVEMENT THICKNESS DESIGN 
5.1 Impact Calculator 
In order to determine the roadway service life and fiscal/budgetary impacts of having biofuels 
plants on Iowa’s secondary roads, a simple spreadsheet model system was developed. The tool is 
a small area model as opposed to a network model of an entire county. This model is designed to 
systematically estimate additional truck trips as a result of the presence of a biofuels plant. It 
allows the estimated truck traffic to be assigned to the major road leading out of the proposed or 
existing plant. The impact calculator is designed to calculate the incremental cost of new traffic 
generated as a result of the biofuels plant. This incremental cost is limited to paved surfaces 
because these plants have to meet certain Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) guidelines 
and having a gravel road close to plant can complicate compliance.  
In order to model the maintenance costs for the two pavements types, the research team 
consulted with county engineers, city public works engineers, the Asphalt Paving Association of 
Iowa, and the Iowa Concrete Pavement Association and used the Iowa Department of 
Transportation bidding system to acquire an average cost per mile given the various maintenance 
practices used in the state.  
5.2 Critical Input Information 
The critical input information for the calculator is broken into two categories: plant inputs 
(capacity, etc.) and current traffic inputs. 
5.2.1 Plant Inputs 
The major input in this category is the plant capacity in millions of gallons. Based on the plant 
capacity, the calculator will estimate the bushels of corn and the truckloads needed to move raw 
materials and finished products. Figure 5.1 shows the plant input module. Only the values in 
black font can be modified.  
The calculator provides the user with two options for determining truckloads. The default is to 
use the plant capacity, or the plant capacity can be input in addition to actual bushels of raw 
materials used to estimate truckloads. The user can manually enter the percentage of the raw 
materials and finished products that are moved by trucks in line 5 (Figure 5.1). Also, considering 
that there are different types of plants (natural gas and coal-fired plants), the user can enter any 
other raw materials or finished products that are specific to the plant in lines 13 and 27, 
respectively (Figure 5.1). 
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Figure 5.1. Plant input module 
5.2.2 Traffic Inputs 
Figure 5.2 shows the traffic input module. The calculator assumes a roadway design period of 20 
years and an annual traffic growth rate of 2%. These values can be modified accordingly by the 
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user. This module captures the current traffic without the traffic generated by the plant. This 
value is entered manually in lines 8 and 9. The calculator assumes that passenger cars have a 
negligible effect on the incremental cost. In addition to the current traffic information, the user 
must enter the pavement thickness (measured from the stable subbase to the pavement surface). 
The plant traffic is populated from the plant traffic module, as shown in Figure 5.2. Additional 
information on the ESAL calculation method and the assumptions adopted in this analysis are 
provided in Appendix E. 
 
Figure 5.2. Traffic input module 
5.2.3 Model Outputs 
As shown in Figure 5.3, the calculator output summarizes the incremental costs by pavement 
type as a result of a new or proposed biofuels plant. The roadway design ESALs value (line 5) is 
determined from the pavement thickness (from the traffic input module), based on the 1993 
AASHTO Pavement Design Guide for New and Rehabilitated Pavements (Table 5.4, shown on 
page 79 of this report). The calculator compares the design ESAL of the roadway with the total 
ESALs resulting from the biofuels plant (with line 6 populated from the traffic input module) 
72 
and uses that information to estimate costs. If the total ESALs value resulting from the plant is 
greater than the number of ESALs the road was designed for, the pavement is going to 
deteriorate faster than designed; hence, its maintenance cost will go up by a factor of the 
difference in ESALs. All costs are on per-mile basis and assume a road design period of 20 
years.  
 
Figure 5.3. Incremental cost analysis 
5.2.4 Maintenance Practices 
Table 5.1 summarizes the default maintenance practices and costs used in estimating the annual 
maintenance costs and the present worth maintenance costs. Present worth captures the annual 
maintenance costs projected over the design period; it assumes a 4% discount rate. 
The table is a product of various consultations with county engineers, city public works officials, 
the various pavement associations in the state, and the Iowa DOT bidding system. In estimating 
the maintenance costs for HMA, the calculator assumes that crack sealing and seal coating are 
performed alternately; hence, if the user selects both practices, the calculator alternates them. For 
example, for a 20-year design period crack sealing is done the third year, followed by seal 
coating the eighth year and then crack sealing the eleventh year, followed by another seal coat 
the sixteenth year, and finally crack sealing the nineteenth year. Since maintenance practices 
might vary from county to county, the calculator provides for the user to be able to override the 
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default values in Table 5.1 by clicking on the Manual Override button, as shown in Figure 5.3. 
Figure 5.4 shows the dialog box that opens as a result of the clicking that button.  
Table 5.2. Pavement maintenance practices 
Maintenance Practice Nominal Interval (Year) Recent cost ($/mile) 
Asphalt (HMA) 
Crack Sealing 3 3500 
Seal Coat 5 15000 
Overlay 10-15 45000 (per inch depth) 
Pavement Marking 2 1500 
Concrete (PCC) 
Patching 7 6000 – 15000 
Overlay 25-30 50000 (per inch for 6” depth)
Pavement Marking 2 1500 
 
 
Figure 5.5. Manual override dashboard 
5.3 Application—Lincolnway Energy Cooperative 
The Lincolnway Energy Cooperative was formed in March 2004 and began production on May 
22, 2006. It is a 50 million gallon per year coal-fired dry mill ethanol plant. The plant is located 
between Ames and Nevada, Iowa, as shown in Figure 5.5, in an area of abundant corn 
production. The site was annexed by the City of Nevada to take advantage of the municipal 
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electrical service, inexpensive water supply, waste water discharge, fire protection, and other 
municipal services. The plant is adjacent to the Union Pacific’s Class I railroad and the Heart of 
Iowa Cooperative, which handles the corn feedstock for the plant. 
 
Figure 5.5. Map showing location of Lincolnway Energy Cooperative 
5.3.1 Plant Inputs 
The plant inputs were loosely based on an interview with the plant manager on Tuesday, 
December 1, 2009. These inputs are summarized in Figure 5.6. The plant uses 20 million bushels 
of corn annually.  
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Figure 5.6. Summary of plant inputs for Lincolnway Energy Cooperative 
5.3.2 Traffic Inputs 
The current daily traffic figures are from the Iowa DOT GIMS 2004 snapshot. The year 2004 
was used because that was before the plants were constructed. The pavement thickness value is 
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also based on GIMS. The pavement thickness was obtained from the Story County engineering 
office and City of Nevada.. Figure 5.7 summarizes the traffic inputs. 
 
Figure 5.7. Summary of traffic inputs for Lincolnway Energy Cooperative 
5.3.3 Model Outputs 
Based on the plant and traffic inputs, for a 20-year design period and given the pavement 
thickness, the roadway maintenance costs is not going to be impacted by the plant activities, as 
shown in Figure 5.8, because the roadway was designed to handle the anticipated amount of 
traffic from the plant. But if the plant was to increase production capacity to 100 million gallon 
with the current pavement thickness, the projected traffic increase would increase maintenance 
costs by 26%, as shown in Figure 5.9. Basically, to eliminate extra costs, the pavement thickness 
should be increased to handle anticipated traffic increase.  
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Figure 5.8. Module outputs for Lincolnway Energy Cooperative 
 
Figure 5.9. Module outputs for Lincolnway Energy Cooperative at double operating 
capacity 
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5.4 Limitations of the Calculator 
The calculator does not factor in the impacts of construction traffic nor does it account for traffic 
due to regular maintenance of the plants. In addition, it does not account for safety-related costs, 
such as the cost to add turn lanes and other safety countermeasures. Furthermore, the 
maintenance costs should be updated periodically.  
5.5 Pavement Thickness Design  
Several pavement design simulations were conducted using the 1993 AASHTO Pavement 
Design Guide for New and Rehabilitated Pavements. The design levels ranged from 300,000 to 
30,000,000 ESALs, and designs were created at both the 80% and 95% levels of reliability for 
both flexible and rigid pavements. Typical values were used while developing the designs and 
are summarized in Tables 5.2 and 5.3 for rigid and flexible pavement designs, respectively. 
Table 5.2. Rigid pavement design assumptions 
Design Assumption Property Value 
Concrete Modulus of Rupture, psi 650 
Concrete Elastic Modulus, psi 4,500,000 
Modulus of Subgrade Reaction, psi/in 300 
Standard Deviation 0.45 
Load Transfer Coefficient 3.3 
Drainage Coefficient 1 
Initial Serviceability 4.5 
Terminal Serviceability 2.5 
 
Table 5.3. Flexible pavement design assumptions 
Description Layer Coefficient, ai 
Drainage Layer 
Coefficient, mi 
Elastic 
Modulus, psi 
AC Layer 0.46 1.00 400,000 
Gran Base A 0.14 0.90 35,000 
Stabilized Subgrade 0.14 0.80 20,000 
Subbase 0.11 0.80 15,000 
Design Assumption Property Value 
Standard Deviation 0.45 
Subgrade Resilient Modulus, psi 3,000 
Initial Serviceability 4.5 
Terminal Serviceability 2.5 
 
A silty clay typical of central Iowa was assumed to be the subgrade.  
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Utilizing the aforementioned design assumptions, the 20-year pavement designs are summarized 
in Table 5.4. 
Table 5.4. Summary of 20-year pavement designs 
Design 
ESALs 
Reliability, 
percent 
Flexible Pavement Design Layer Thickness, in Rigid Pavement 
Design 
Thickness, in. HMA 
Granular 
Base 
Stabilized 
Subgrade 
100,000* 80 4.0 5.0 6.0 5.0 95 5.0 6.0 6.0 5.0 
300,000 * 80 5.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 95 5.5 8.0 6.0 6.0 
1,000,000 80 6.0 8.0 6.0 6.5 95 7.0 8.0 6.0 7.5 
3,000,000 80 7.0 10.0 6.0 8.0 95 8.0 11.0 6.0 9.5 
10,000,000 80 9.0 10.0 6.0 10.0 95 10.0 11.0 6.0 11.5 
30,000,000 80 10.0 13.0 6.0 11.5 95 11.0 15.0 6.0 13.5 
* The minimum thickness for the AASHTO Pavement Design Guide is 5 inches, thus Design ESAL level is actually 
330,000 for both the 100,000 and 300,000 Design ESALs for the 80% reliability, and 150,000 Design ESAL for the 
100,000 Design ESALs and 95% reliability. 
5.6 Comparison with Linn County Design Standards 
Linn County, Iowa, has formalized a process to manage development areas within the county. 
County standard specifications have been developed by the office of the Linn County Engineer. 
The latest edition was adopted April 25, 2007 by resolution 2007-4-53. The intention is that the 
suggested design criteria and construction specifications will be the required limits for 
developing construction plans for proposed rural subdivision streets. 
Linn County has a roadway classification system as follows: classification A road—major 
arterial; classification B road—minor arterial; classification C and D roads—collector roads and 
rural subdivision streets; classification E—private roads; and classification F road—private lane. 
A major county arterial carries through traffic across the county, between communities, and 
between other major arterial roads. These roads are intended to receive a high-quality pavement 
and carry a major portion of the traffic on the secondary roads in Linn County. As shown in 
Table 5.5, major arterials are divided into three subclasses for design purposes. 
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Table 5.5. Subclasses for major arterial roads 
Major Arterial 
subclassification 
Traffic Count, AADT 
Current 20 Years 
A-1 Over 750 1000 to 2000 
A-2 250 to 750 400 to 1000 
A-3 50 to 750 100 to 400 
 
 
A minor arterial connects the rural subdivisions and collector streets. It is generally one to six 
miles in length and connects its service roads with the major arterial system. The ultimate 
roadway surfacing is intended to be a dust free surface or high-type pavement. As shown in 
Table 5.6, minor arterials are divided into two subclasses. 
Table 5.6. Subclasses for minor arterial roads 
Minor Arterial 
subclassification 
Traffic Count, AADT 
Current 20 Years 
B-1 250 to 750 400 to 1000 
B-2 50 to 250 100 to 400 
 
Classification C and D roads connect to major arterial roads, minor arterial roads, or collector 
roads. These roads are intended for local use and low traffic volumes and are generally rock 
surfaced. 
Classification E and F roads are under the jurisdiction of private interests. They serve local 
transportation needs and may have a high-type surfacing or may be rock surfaced. The criteria 
for major and minor arterials may apply, depending on the traffic volumes generated by the land 
use. 
Figure 5.10 and 5.11 show how subdivision streets should be surfaced. It should be noted that 
these typical sections are only 2 of the 10 used by Linn County (see Appendix F). 
 
Figure 5.10. Typical minimum PCC pavement—open ditch section 
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Figure 5.11. Typical minimum HMA pavement, macadam stone base—open ditch section 
The county engineer should approve the PCC mix design. A classification of C-4 concrete with 
Class 2 coarse aggregate is the minimum that is acceptable. The HMA mix should be determined 
by the job mix or as approved by the county engineer. Typically, a ½ inch, 1,000,000 ESAL, PG 
64-22 mix is used, with a 6% target asphalt content. The research team found that these 
requirements are similar to those utilized by the county engineers who participated in the local 
agency survey and who were interviewed, as described in Chapter 3 of this report.  
The requirements are compatible with the calculations presented in this chapter. Please refer to 
Table 5.4. Linn County uses an ESAL value of 1,000,000 in its pavement calculations. The 
pavement thickness comparisons can be seen in Table 5.7. 
Table 5.7. Pavement thickness comparisons 
1,000,000 ESALS Pavement Thickness PCC (in.) HMA (in.) 
Linn County 7 6 
Research 
Calculations 6.5–7.5 6–7 
 
Linn County requires roadways to be constructed per the county standard specifications for 
major subdivisions with four or more lots, cluster/conservation subdivisions, and rural village 
extension developments. The standard specifications also require conditional use permits and 
should be shown on minor site plans and all platting submittals. 
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CHAPTER 6. TRUCK SIZE, CONFIGURATION, AND WEIGHT ISSUES 
6.1 Introduction 
This task generated an understanding of trucks, trailers, and other vehicles that are currently 
being used or will likely be used to support the conventional biofuels industry, the wind power 
industry, and the cellulosic biofuels industry. Size (e.g., turning radius) and weight/axle loadings 
were examined for a variety of vehicles. The truck, trailer, and vehicle characteristics have 
implications in terms of roadway geometrics, unpaved roadway structure designs, pavement 
designs, structural designs, and roadway maintenance practices and costs. 
The research team visited the wind energy manufacturing facilities of Clipper Turbine Works, 
Inc., in Cedar Rapids, Iowa. The team was hosted by Greg Kint, senior manufacturing engineer, 
who guided the team on a tour and explained the assembly and testing processes utilized prior to 
shipping turbines to construction sites. During that tour, the team received the “WYG 
Component Transportation Configuration Specifications” used in the shipping activities. These 
specifications are included in Appendix G and graphically illustrate the truck and trailer 
configurations used. The specifications for shipping the blade assemblies are shown on page 24 
of 36 (G-25). Each tower has three blade assemblies. The overall length from the front axle of 
the tractor to the rear axle of the trailer is normally 99 feet. In addition, there is an overhang off 
the back of the trailer, but it is not a critical concern when planning the turning radius needed. 
In further discussions with Clipper representatives, the research team discovered that Clipper 
does not have a vehicle fleet to conduct the shipping activities themselves. They contract for 
transportation services, which seems to be a fairly routine way for wind generator manufacturers 
to conduct business. In researching the various transportation firms involved with Clipper, the 
team identified four trucking firms located in Cedar Rapids, Iowa; Minnesota; and Texas. In 
discussions with representatives of these trucking firms, the research team found that the loads 
shipped to the construction sites are not uniform in size, shape, or weight. That is the reason for 
the shipping specification used by Clipper. In other words, tractor trailer configurations are 
inconsistent within the industry. There are many variables in axle spacing, the goose neck 
connection, and overall vehicle length. As a result, the research team did not have a typical 
tractor-trailer combination to use for determining the turning radii for local road intersections. 
6.2 Construction Activities 
Chapter 3 of this report included an in-depth discussion of the construction activities and how 
the renewable energy industry has responded to the impact on local roads. In general, the 
contractor has maintained the roadways during construction and restored them prior to 
completing projects. The counties did not have recorded cost data to show that maintenance 
costs increased during construction activities. In several locations, RISE funding was used for 
improvements on major routes into production facilities. A cost was incurred but not directly by 
county budgets. As a result of the findings in Chapter 3, the research team did not focus on the 
impacts of construction vehicles on the local roads, except for the turning radii of long trailers 
used for transporting the wind turbine blade assemblies. 
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6.3 Ethanol and Biodiesel Facilities 
In Chapter 2 of this report, the research team identified current production conditions in Iowa 
and predicted what the future may have in store for this industry. In general, the industry will 
soon be limited by the supply of corn available for processing. In order to expand production and 
meet national goals for energy production, it will be necessary to develop biofuels from 
cellulosic materials, such as corn stover, wood products, etc. When that time comes, it will be 
important to identify the transportation mode and the vehicles that will be utilized. Researchers 
should take a lead role in analyzing the local transportation infrastructure impacts as these 
materials and vehicles are identified and designed. 
The vehicle loads and lengths currently used in the biofuels industry are, in theory, all legal 
vehicles. In practice, when grain deliveries are made by individual producers to the plant (or 
adjoining elevator), many may indeed be too heavy or too long for some situations, although all 
of them are supposed to be within legal limits or are governed by a permitting process. Other 
than discussing the impacts in other chapters, the research team did not focus on oversized 
vehicles associated with the renewable fuels industry. 
The number of trips generated by the input and output materials and products of the renewable 
fuels industry can be calculated using the model presented in Chapter 5. The model will also 
predict the volumes and weights for transporting materials in and products out of a plant site. 
6.4 Wind Energy Farms 
The construction of wind farms and the ongoing impacts on the transportation infrastructure 
were discussed in Chapters 3 and 4 of this report. In general, the industry assumed the 
maintenance cost during construction and restored the roadways at the end of the project. The 
cost data reviewed by the research team did not identify specific costs associated with the wind 
farm construction and the ongoing operations. In the future, when components are replaced, 
there should be a research effort to estimate and document the size of the truckloads required and 
the potential impact to the local agency transportation infrastructure. 
The vehicle loads and lengths currently used in the wind energy industry are all legal vehicles. 
They may be too heavy or too long for some situations, but all of them are within legal limits or 
are governed by a permitting process. The one vehicle type identified in the research team’s 
proposal was the long tractor-trailer units required for transporting the blade assemblies. There 
may be as many as 10 truckloads of equipment shipped from the fabrication plant to the 
construction site. The last leg of this journey will be on county roads and bridges. 
In discussions with representatives of trucking firms who transport these blade assemblies, the 
research team found that there is not one tractor-trailer configuration that is consistent within the 
industry. There are many variables in axle spacing, the goose neck connection, and overall 
vehicle length. In addition to these variables, some of the trailers are constructed with rotating 
rear wheel assemblies that alter the turning radii. An example of this application is a hook and 
ladder fire truck that has a steerable rear wheel assembly. The purpose of the assembly is to 
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reduce the turning radii and allow for turning at city intersections. The same principle is applied 
to some trailers used to transport the blade assemblies. 
6.5 Turning Radii for Blade Assembly Trailers 
In discussions with representatives of trucking firms who transport these blade assemblies, the 
research team found that there is not one tractor-trailer configuration that is consistent within the 
industry. There are many variables in axle spacing, the goose neck connection, and overall 
vehicle length. In addition to these variables, some of the trailers are constructed with rotating 
rear wheel assemblies that alter the turning radii. The wheel assembly can rotate up to 37 degrees 
in order to help negotiate tight roadway corners. The research team discussed the design features 
with trailer manufactures. International Specialized Trailer Manufacturing, LLC, located in 
Litchfield, MN, was helpful in identifying the design features. The many trailer designs and a 
video illustration of the rotating wheel assembly can be found at 
http://www.isttrailers.com/blade-trailer.cfm. It is a very interesting video clip and is most helpful 
for illustrating how the turning radii are impacted. 
The research team was able to find illustrations of turning radii used in roadway design 
applications. The team found that a 125-foot radius for the rear trailer axel unit has been 
successfully designed and is operational for wind farms in Wyoming. 
The research team discussed the permitting process for the blade assembly trailers with Iowa 
DOT officials and found that the Iowa DOT does not monitor the vehicle length. The Iowa 
DOT’s position is that the shipper should identify a route that can be negotiated by these tractor-
trailer combinations. 
6.6 Future Trends 
In order to expand production and meet national goals for biofuels production, it will be 
necessary to develop biofuels from cellulosic materials, such as corn stover, wood products, etc. 
When that time comes, it will be important to identify the transportation mode and the vehicles 
that will be utilized to transport materials from the farm to the plant. Researchers should be in a 
lead role to analyze the impacts of the local transportation infrastructure as these materials and 
vehicles are identified and designed. 
Wind energy turbines continue to get bigger and bigger. They were initially 0.5 MW in Iowa and 
are now up to 3.0 MW (Franklin County). Chapter 3 discussed the size evolution of wind 
turbines. The result of these larger turbines is increased weight of the components that will be 
delivered to the construction sites. The county transportation system will be impacted by the 
increased loads of materials. Figure 6.1 provides an example of the size evolution of the wind 
turbines. 
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Figure 6.1. Clipper turbine evolution 
The initial 40 m turbines were installed in the 1980s, and already the size has grown to 93 m. 
Figure 6.1 uses the Statue of Liberty to compare how the size of turbines has grown in the past 
30 years. Future trends in wind energy production would indicate that the turbines will continue 
to get larger as the demand for electricity grows. 
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CHAPTER 7. PUBLIC POLICY IMPLICATIONS 
While collecting information and data from the counties that the research team interviewed for 
this report, it became apparent that many items need further clarification for an effective 
analysis. During the analysis portion of this research, areas of non-existent or incomplete data 
also became apparent and limited any conclusions that would have been data driven. Accessible 
and accurate information is vital to any detailed analysis of the full economic impacts to local 
jurisdictions. Several additional items became apparent during this work and could be addressed 
by changes in public policies relating to the local government and to the administration of those 
policies.  
Standardize the reporting and format of all expenditures by all entities involved. Although 
some biofuels plants have existed for several years, little local government data specific to the 
plants’ construction and operation are available. While some limited data are available, it is not 
reported in any particular place or format. In many cases, a combination of county, city, and state 
dollars (economic development or RISE funds) are spent to entice facilities and to maintain plant 
operation. The final expenditures from each spending area usually needed to be obtained from 
each entity and sometimes from more than one area of the annual reports (construction and 
maintenance) and sometimes over a two–fiscal-year period. 
Many of the counties interviewed were unable to separate their specific increase in road 
maintenance costs after a plant’s opening compared to the costs before the plant began operating. 
Without some accurate records of past costs, predicting future ones (to forecast needs) is 
impossible.  
Likewise, all revenues provided need to be reported in a standardized format by all entities 
involved and aggregated in some uniform report. Also, the safety-related costs—costs for turn 
and acceleration lanes for outgoing traffic—need to be accounted for and included in the total 
cost of plant operation. The research team recommends working with the county engineers and 
their service bureau to develop a common, all-inclusive reporting form to resolve this. 
Cooperate and communicate with cities (adjacent to a plant site). Discussions regarding 
possible annexations need to take place early in the process, and future tax revenues (or loss 
thereof) need to be considered in any economic analysis. If the property were annexed into a city 
after a county has paid the initial costs of road or utility improvements, the unexpected loss of 
valuation and tax dollars would greatly change the financial picture that the county had 
anticipated. Initial costs of providing needed utilities are valid costs, and the proper jurisdiction 
for joint projects should logically receive compensation. An example of annexation by an 
adjacent city to provide necessary utilities is shown in Figure 7.1. In this case, the City of 
Nevada (in Story County, Iowa) annexed a strip of highway right-of-way to connect the ethanol 
property to the city limits. They also created a TIF district as a method of paying for the needed 
utility and roadway improvements by earmarking the (future) tax revenues.  
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Figure 7.1. Example of annexation  
Consider utilizing TIF districts as a short-term tool. TIF districts could be used to produce 
revenues within a local jurisdiction. This technique has been used successfully in some northern 
counties in conjunction with new wind farm construction and is being adopted by a few more. 
Using this method requires the conviction of the Board of Supervisors early in the planning 
process and may have some effect on “negotiating” to get a wind farm in any individual 
jurisdiction. However, the developer needs to be aware of the county’s intent and the board 
should sign no agreements that limit their ability to use this financing tool. Although the TIF 
procedures themselves do not have to be initiated that early, all TIF documentation, hearings, 
and final action to create it MUST be in place before any power is produced and sent to the 
power grid for distribution.  
Consider developing policies or regulations for where these types of plants may locate. 
These policies and regulations should be based on the proximity of a paved road system. 
However, most developing plants have their own checklist of highly desired amenities for their 
chosen site. Only one of these amenities is good highway access. Many also look for the needed 
utilities, alternate transportation options (railroad), and proximate access to vast quantities of raw 
product, such as an elevator storing corn. Thus, the ability to always influence a developer’s 
choice on location does not often exist. 
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Several of the counties reported that having the actual plant site along a state highway or on an 
existing county pavement could reduce their initial costs for providing services to the plant. 
Those roads also tended to perform better than unpaved ones, especially during spring thawing 
conditions, thus reducing their overall maintenance costs. As previously noted, the increased 
loadings on those pavements may also cause severe damage if they do not have the structural 
strength to support them. Adopting standard zoning and roadway design standards and 
specifications, such as those of Linn County (Appendix F), may help avoid many problematic 
situations before they worsen. 
Conduct regular pavement evaluations on a county’s system. Regular evaluations will 
provide data that will allow a much better picture of the main roads used both before and after a 
plant’s opening. Although many counties began using a pavement management system several 
years ago, most have discontinued the program because of the cost of the inspections and the 
limited past use of the data. A few counties still collect data but only for their federal aid routes. 
Reviewing the road data available within varying radii of a plant should reveal varying rates of 
deterioration due to the increased truck traffic near a plant. Having consistent rate data for a 
given radius would provide more information for establishing some type of assessment system to 
increase revenues. Also, this type of data would enable more consistency for counties that want 
to adopt appropriate pavement design standards in the vicinity of the actual plant site. However, 
in order for this degree of statewide testing and evaluation to be fully implemented, the cost of 
the inspections would need to be absorbed by resources (regional or state) other than individual 
county funds.  
Consider the implications of providing tax reductions or abatements. Counties have a very 
strong political impetus to provide economic incentives to get the new facilities (especially the 
tax base and additional jobs) in their jurisdiction; however, there are also financial implications 
in terms of ongoing road maintenance costs that need to be considered as well. Especially in this 
era of shrinking revenues for that purpose, some method of “creative financing” should be 
implemented to offset any revenue losses given away through promised tax reductions. As noted 
earlier in the report, it is almost impossible for elected officials to go against or to complicate the 
plans of developers and local business investors when something is being proposed in the name 
of community development. Departments are often left short on the resources that are necessary 
to maintain facilities to the standards now required for the industry. The advantages and 
disadvantages of implementing a statewide policy on tax abatements and potential tax reductions 
should be considered as well.    
Consider more effective ways to tax (or assess) the industry. The local jurisdiction usually 
accrues additional costs, so there should be more effective ways to tax the industry for 
appropriate additional costs. Although current Iowa law does not specifically allow this, there 
may be a possible “fee for service” option that could be established in an initial agreement with 
the developer that would be legal. Other options would be a tax or fee (per bushel of corn, gallon 
of product, kilowatt-hour, or whatever unit is appropriate) that could be legislated to properly 
compensate the local entity for increased road maintenance and construction due to increased 
traffic from a facility’s new or expanded land use. Any consideration like this should include 
allowances for inflation as well as potential increases in plant production. Because counties are 
currently restricted under “home rule” laws from adopting ordinances that impose “taxes” on 
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their constituents, legislative action by the state legislature would be necessary. Additional 
options that were proposed by the project’s TAC for further consideration include implementing 
an axle-based weight-mile tax to account for the road damage caused by trucks (similar to 
Oregon) and reinstating the road use tax for diesel fuel (for agricultural use).  
Other. Investigation into the amount of construction traffic involved with the building of a new 
ethanol (or biofuels) plant and the weight of the materials that go into it were not defined or 
evaluated as a part of this project. Therefore, a method of estimating these items and including 
them as increased pavement loads could be included in the model and should be part of future 
research. Increased detail could be obtained by a review of past plan sets and by interviews with 
designers and contractors. More accurate loads accounting and their effects on subsequent 
pavement deterioration could then be evaluated. 
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CHAPTER 8. TECHNOLOGY TRANSFER ROAD MAP 
The technology transfer plan involves transferring the findings of this research to practitioners at 
the state and local levels in Iowa. The research team’s plan consists of presenting to professional 
organizations and submitting articles to journals. This research was the initial study that sets the 
groundwork to fully analyze and recommend a course of action for Iowa’s renewable energy. 
The professional organizations that will be the main target are those representing local and state 
governments.  
The ICEA conducts a planning meeting each January for the purpose of developing the training 
agenda for their four annual meetings. An Institute for Transportation (InTrans) staff member is 
on the planning committee and will continue to provide topics related to this research for the 
ICEA’s consideration. The research team has been invited twice to present the research 
objectives and anticipated benefits at the annual ICEA meeting. The director of the Iowa LTAP 
sits on the Iowa Chapter of the American Public Works Association (APWA) board as the chair 
of the educational committee. In this capacity, the LTAP director facilitates and assists in the 
planning of educational events hosted by the chapter. The director will continue to look for 
opportunities to share the results of this research with the APWA members, both locally in Iowa 
and nationally through the national APWA network. 
In addition, the Iowa LTAP director plans, organizes, and produces educational and training 
events for Iowa’s local governments. In that capacity, the director has the opportunity to create 
materials and organize workshops and seminars using the results of this research. The director 
will include this research in the planning of LTAP activities. 
There will always be an opportunity to share the research results on a larger platform. This may 
be at the local, regional, and even national levels. Two quick examples include an invited 
presentation at the rural financing workshop during the 89th Transportation Research Board 
(TRB) meeting in January 2010 and an invitation to submit an article to TR News (TRB’s 
bimonthly magazine), presenting the results of this research. The research team also plans to 
present at the 10th International Conference on Low-Volume Roads in July 2011.  
A more important mission will be to develop and implement public policy issues as they relate to 
the renewable fuels industry and the impacts to local governments. Actual implementation of a 
specific technology transfer plan is beyond the scope of this proposed research project, but many 
initiatives will be used to share the research results. 
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APPENDIX A. INITIAL COUNTY SURVEY 
Seeking Information from Counties 
Currently, corn-based ethanol is the leading biofuel in the nation, and Iowa is the top producer of 
corn-based ethanol. In order to meet the 20-percent national goal that the U.S. Department of 
Transportation has set, cellulose-based fuels will have to be produced. When this occurs, the 
tonnage of feedstock transported to the biofuels manufacturing plant will increase dramatically. 
Iowa has also quickly become one of the top five states in the nation in terms of wind energy 
production. Many local agencies face the challenge of supporting movements of heavy wind 
generation equipment on county secondary roads. It is apparent that there is a need to understand 
the transportation infrastructure support needs of these industries. 
The Center of Transportation Research and Education (CTRE) is conducting research for the 
Iowa Highway Research Program (IHRB) to assess the impacts on Iowa’s transportation 
infrastructure due to the needs created by the developing bio-economy. As part of this research, 
we are seeking information from counties concerning their involvement with the development of 
ethanol plants and expanded power generation. Any information you can provide would be 
greatly appreciated.  
Our experience with this survey indicates that it will take approximately 3-5 minutes to 
complete. Some of the key questions of the research team are listed below, but any additional 
observations or comments you may have are certainly welcome. Also, if you could provide the 
name of any other person in your county that we may contact in case we have additional 
questions, it would be much appreciated.  
To fill out the survey, simply hit the “Reply to All” button, fill out, and hit “Send.” 
Please complete the survey by Monday, November 24, 2008 If you wish, you may fax your 
response at: (515) 294-0467, attention to: Nadia Gkritza.  
Thank you for your assistance in this research.  
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Iowa’s Renewable Energy and Infrastructure Impacts Research 
County       Date      
 
1. Does your county have any involvement with renewable energy sources in operation 
currently? 
 
Yes   No  
 
a. If yes, please complete the survey. 
b. If no, please submit your survey and thank you for your time. 
 
2. What is the status of Ethanol Plant(s): 
 Yes  No 
Planned?    
Under Construction?    
Operating?    
If operating, since when?    
 
3. What is the status of Biodiesel Plant(s): 
 Yes  No 
Planned?    
Under Construction?    
Operating?    
If operating, since when?    
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4. What is the status of Wind Turbine Farm(s): 
 Yes  No 
Planned?    
Under Construction?    
Operating?    
If operating, since when?    
 
5. What is the status of any Co-generation Facility (e.g., corn stover/coal): 
 Yes  No 
Planned?    
Under Construction?    
Operating?    
If operating, since when?    
 
6. Does your county have any information that would be helpful for estimating additional 
agency infrastructure costs, if any, associated with the construction and ongoing operation 
of the renewable energy facilities?  
 
Yes   No  
 
7. Would you be willing to share that information for this research?  
 
Yes   No  
 
Contact name: (If other than the County Engineer) 
       _______________________________ 
       _______________________________
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APPENDIX B. MAINTENANCE COST GRAPHS FOR CERRO GORDO, FLOYD, 
MITCHELL, AND WORTH COUNTIES 
Cerro Gordo County 
 
 
roo.~ .--------------------------------------------------------------
Pavement Repair 
soo.~ ~~~d~~b~------------------~--~------~~d~~, ----------------------Win Tur ine , ..... , Bio iese 
1998 I ~2004/2005 
' t ~~000 +------------------------------L---+~~. --------------------------
1 
I -+-AC466 
300,000 
~PC467 
-.-total 
0 
1999 2~ 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 
AC466 52,716 27,276 38,985 64,099 42,929 165,435 93,618 242,526 201,403 189,854 
PC467 83,200 168 229 5,105 5,209 296,711 61 90,332 892 2,121 
t otal 135,916 27,444 39,214 69,204 48,138 462,146 93,679 332,858 202,295 191,975 
--total 
- granular 461 
~blading451 
0 
1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 
total 1,304,53 1,053,80 775,706 1,264,45 728,479 695,431 1,062.79 1,322,85 926,858 1,286,ro 
granular 461 1,143,58 890,673 653.492 1,108,51 571.408 523,190 873,257 1.103,78 696,667 1,037,81 
blading 451 160,948 163,134 122,214 155,937 157,071 172.241 189,534 219,068 230,191 248,797 
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400,000 
350,000 
me 
300,000 +--------->..J:b"----- ------ -------------~pavement 521 
- granular 522 
250,000 t---------I'----\-----;-----~1----------------Ar-total 
200,000 
150,000 
100,000 
50,000 
0 
1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 
pavement 521 74,402 60,883 177.793 34,863 38,125 79.430 66,164 68,222 79,282 127,236 
granular 522 
total 
51,202 23,067 141,756 12,389 7,790 44,720 35,545 22,829 50,752 93,846 
125,604 83,950 319,549 47,252 45,915 124,150 101,709 91,051 130,034 221,082 
Bridge Maintenance 
7~000 .-----------~--------------------
60
•
000 Win Tur ine 
1998 
Ethanol 
2003 
50,000 +- ----------t-----'- -+..---+----
~bridge maintenance 
420 
bridge maintenance 420 
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Total Granular Bladin and Winter Maintenance 1,400,000 +---=-=-=:.:_====~===:..:...<-= =--==-=-=_:_:...:...:=~==_:_:_=-=----
maintenance 
~.000 t-----------------------~~-------L-----------------------
~total granular 
and blading 
400,000 +-------------- ____ ___:._ ____________ ___:main tenance 
total winte r main tenance 
t otal granular and b lading maintenance 
400,000 r------------------------------------------------------
Total Bridge and W inter Maintenance 
350,000 -1---------
250,000 
150,000 
bridge maintenance 
total winter maintenance 125,604 83,950 319,549 47,252 45,915 124,150 101,709 91,051 130,034 221,082 
--total winter 
maintenance 
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Tota l Pavement Repair and Winter Ma intenance 
500,000 +------------------=---------------
Wind Turbine 
1998 
Ethano l 
2003 
Bio diesel 
t2004/ 2005 
t 400,000 +----------------.- ---1H~ -------------
0 
1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 
total pavement 
135,916 27,444 39,214 69,204 48,138 462,146 93,679 332,858 202,295 191,975 repair 
total winter 
maintenance 125,604 83,950 319,549 47,252 45,915 124,150 101,709 91,051 130,034 221,082 
Total Pavement, Granular and Blading, 
and Winter Maintenance 
1,600,000 
Wind Turbine Ethanol Biodie sel 
1998 2003 2004/ 2005 
1,400,000 
t 
' 
A t I A / 
-t- total pavement 
repair 
- total winter 
maintenance 
1,200,000 
"x 1\ I : / / \ I ~total pavement I repair 1,000,000 
"""/ \ l 1 / y 800,000 --.. total winter .. \j. 
--/ I maintenance I I 
600,000 I I 
I A I 400,000 _._total granular and 
A. : / \ ~ blading maintenance 200,000 ... ~ '\.. _i_ --. ..1 \..../ _......... ~ 
0 
1999 2000 20()1 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 
ltotal pavement repair 1 35,9 16 27,444 39,214 69,204 48 ,138 462,146 93,679 332,858 202, 295 191,975 
!total winter maintenance 125,604 83, 950 3 19,549 47,252 45,915 124,150 101, 709 91,051 130,034 221,0 82 
I total granular and blading maintenance 1,304.530 1,053,807 775,706 1,264,450 728,479 695,431 1,062,791 1,322,853 926,858 1,286,607 
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Floyd County 
 
 
Pavement Repair ... - ... 
400,000 .-------------------------------------~--------------~~~-------
1 I 
I I 
Wind Tu rbine/ '... ' 
350,000 +--------------------------------------------,E"'t"'h-:-a -:-no" l,...::...._-=jllf--------
2007 
- AC466 
300,000 +-----------------------------------------------------~~~-------
:\ 250,000 +-----------------------------------------------------H--i:""""--l,~-----
200,000 +----------,/\~-----------------~~- r---~----
150.000 +--,--------.; 1'\~(\-----H-------t--: ------..-,-
100,000 +---~.--------+r--~~H.------------------------------Ilf----'---""""--1~---~""' // - ~ ... : \ 
50,000 ~~7~... ~~ ............ , __....::;;;;;:::: ........ :....:::::::=_-#=:;.~1[------l~t-
o +----~~~------~~~--~~~~~~~~~L_~~~ 
- PC467 
--total 
1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 
AC 466 61,238 29,740 146,259 45,391 60,916 22,869 36,359 42,516 30,611 3,134 
PC 467 64,920 9,024 53,539 11,320 25 266 16,153 30 349,088 26,332 
total 126,158 38,764 199,798 56,711 60,941 23,135 52,512 42,546 379,699 29,466 
1,400,000 
Granular and Blading 
Wind Tu rbine / Ethan o l 
1,200,000 2007 ~ t ..... I --total 1,000,000 /~~ / /\\ : ........ ..... - granular 461 800,000 
~ y 
""'\/'/ \r~ - blading 451 600,000 v ...... I 
400,000 I 
I 
I 
200,000 
---
I 
0 .t. 
1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 
total 868,499 749,289 763,787 1,011,145 930,922 673,792 858,292 1,163,346 743,780 824,624 
granular 461 739,723 617,427 646,288 863,745 778,321 529,921 704,280 1,002,733 563,335 646,538 
blading 451 128,776 131,862 117,499 147,400 152,601 143,871 154,012 160,613 180,445 178,086 
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0 
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total 
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Bridge Maintenance 
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maintenance 
800,000 
' 
... 
....... .IIIII v r-/ -
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total winter mainte nance 110,172 95,628 297,476 44,563 58,847 139,158 131,821 116,659 174,166 240,455 
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~.ooo +-----------------------------.VV""in-d~T~u-r'b~in-e/ 
Ethanol 
350•000 +----------------------------------------------------7~--2~0Q0~7r--
0 
1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 
tota l pavement 
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repair 
total w inter 
maintenance 110,172 95,628 297,476 44,563 58,847 139,158 131,821 
Total Pavement, Granular and Blading, 
1,400,000 
and Winter Maintenance 
-.-total pavement 
repair 
- total winter 
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1,200,000 VVind Turbine/ Ethanol 
;\ t 2007 I 
1,000,000 -t-total pavement / ~ / ~ .. repair 800,000 
' .. v I ,...._.;;r - total winter I maintenance 
600,000 T 
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400,000 I -&-total granular 
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total winter maintenance 110,172 95,628 297,476 44,563 58,847 139,158 131,821 116,659 174,166 240,455 
total granular and blading maintenance 868,499 749,289 763,787 1,011,1 930,922 673,792 858,292 1,163,3 743,780 824,624 
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Mitchell County 
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APPENDIX C. NOTES FROM COUNTY ENGINEER INTERVIEWS 
From County Interviews February 24, 2009, 1–3 p.m. 
Present: Mary Kelley (Cerro Gordo), Dusten Rolando (Floyd/Chickasaw), Jim Hyde 
(Mitchell/Worth), Duane Smith (InTrans), and Bob Sperry (InTrans)  
Jim Hyde stated that he is going to a much higher paving standard for his roads around these 
sites. For the 130+ towers for turbines, the contractor hauled in 550 c.y. of concrete for EACH 
base. He had a four-year old road that rutted badly (approximately two to three inches) and is 
effectively destroyed. These ruts hold a lot of standing water, and he anticipates future claims for 
crashes due to hydroplaning and the pulling effect of the ruts. He is now using a 10 million 
ESAL design for all future pavements and pavement rehabs. The industry is now talking of 
installing an additional 230 to 250 towers and turbines throughout the county. 
Both Mitchell and Worth counties have implemented a TIF program to finance the turbine 
installations into an economic development area and are going to use the proceeds to vastly 
improve the area roads during the next few years. The two counties have planned over $15 
million of work for the next few years. 
Jim also acknowledged that cash flow from the casino had provided most of the financing for the 
paving in front of both the Worth and Mitchell County ethanol plants and the storage depot (one 
mile north of Manly). Copies of these construction cost summaries were provided to the research 
team. The gambling revenue is paid both as a weekly check and as a quarterly stipend from the 
casinos.  
Jim’s experience with wind farms has been different in each of his counties. 
In Mitchell County, the general contractor had a full construction company on site to carry out 
all the tasks the turbine erection crew needed done. This construction company crushed their 
own rock for surfacing all roads and provided maintenance to the roads themselves. 
In Worth County, county crews had to perform the necessary maintenance, and then the 
expenses were billed to (and reimbursed by) the owners’ contractor. Copies of those billing were 
provided to the research team.  
Most of Cerro Gordo’s wind turbine farm was actually installed in 1998, with an additional 13 
more added in 2003. Limited records were available for that early installation, but Mary Kelley 
did find a board resolution that stated that “…the applicant is responsible for all damages and 
required maintenance.” She will look for receipts but doesn’t believe they are still around. Most 
of the materials and equipment for the latest addition came in on U.S. 65. 
The road to their new ethanol plant was a RISE project, at least 1½ miles from U.S. 65 to their 
north entrance. The remaining 1½ miles was at county expense (?), and was annexed into the 
C-2 
city within one year. RISE funds ($764,000) were provided toward the $3.8 million total cost. 
Mary believes that there may have been a city/county agreement for dividing the expenses before 
the project began, as the city also had to run utilities to the site. 
Regarding the pavement repair expenses spike in 2004, Mary believes it was due to construction 
damages by Alliant Energy for a new power plant. Alliant reimbursed $267,000 for that plus 
$42,000 for rock (applied by county). Cerro Gordo has rock stockpiles and does most of its 
hauling itself. The county has two quarries it owns (and therefore pay only crushing costs of 
approximately $3+ per ton) and also get material from two other quarries owned by Martin 
Marietta at $6+ per ton. They did have approximately $450,000 in receipts from FEMA in 2005, 
but most of this money was spent for ditch cleaning and rock. The spike in granular and blading 
in 2006 can be explained as using some of those dollars to buy more rock to replenish the 
county’s stockpiles. 
Mary was not sure as to the cause for the 2007 spike in bridge maintenance, except that the 
county programs several maintenance projects in one year (of several). 
Jim stated that most of the reason for his 2005 bridge maintenance highs in both Worth and 
Mitchell Counties was due to concrete bridges needing overlays because of increasingly heavy 
salt usage. He was not aware of any problems to bridges due to wind farms or ethanol plants. 
Dusten Rolando noted that his portland cement repair costs spiked because of long-needed 
maintenance and had nothing to do with the plant construction. However, currently, his 
pavement south of the plant is deteriorating badly due to all the heavy traffic. He believes it is 
because there is no joint reinforcing in the paving. Dusten thought his spike in blading/granular 
work in 2006 was not really attributable to the projects but was due to paying off the rock 
contract early because he had some money left at the end of the fiscal year. For the county’s 
plant project, he also had done a RISE project ($1.3 million) that was funded by $312,000 in 
RISE funds, $100,000 by the ethanol company (VeraSun), and the remainder by the county’s FM 
funds. For the wind farm project (40–50 Turbines), the construction company was very helpful; 
the company applied for permits for all new and existing driveways/extensions that were not 
planned to be removed. The contractor installed all that were needed for larger turning radii and 
later removed those that were not to remain. Minimal road maintenance was also provided, but 
Dusten wished to have the county perform this as it was legally responsible. Wiring for the farm 
goes into the substation at Charles City, and no problems were caused by this, as the contractor 
mostly bored under the roads. 
Jim has some photos (which he will e-mail Duane) showing one of the large cranes and 
generators that was shipped in 1½ million pounds on 18 axles. The unit had rear steering, so it 
was able to maneuver relatively tight corners. However, it caused havoc on his asphalt road. 
Even though the road had 8½ inches of asphalt, the resulting ruts were over one inch in depth. 
Dusten noted that his bridge maintenance costs had not risen since he has changed his 
accounting to charge it to “construction—code 320” on those applicable projects. 
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He also noted that the traffic traveling to his ethanol plant is taking some of the older roads 
(three to four inches of asphalt), and the roads are now beginning to fail (since 2007). Traffic is 
also using the shortest route (usually gravel roads) for delivery by semis, which generates a lot of 
complaints from residents about dust and gravel road damage. Because of deliveries from 
adjoining Chickasaw County farmers, road problems are beginning to show up there. (Semis 
avoid city streets). 
Jim noted that for the new Mitchell County plant, the county estimates that 65% of grain is 
coming from the north as there are no other facilities to the east in the northern tier of Iowa 
counties or the southern tier of the Minnesota counties. 
Dusten noted that farmers will not use the Avenue of the Saints but instead come in on local 
roads; he believes most go from the fields to the cooperatives, and then the cooperatives deliver 
the grain to the ethanol plants (always looking for the highest net price they can receive). The 
cooperatives still use the shortest route (not always paved) to make their deliveries. All agreed 
that this hauling trend seems to be a recent change from original practice and tends to condense 
the loads onto fewer roads. 
Jim—Most ethanol product is shipped out via rail from these plants, so transportation needs are 
reduced; however, incoming traffic is still a big problem. North of Manly where an ethanol depot 
was built (by a private contractor?), there are over 300 semis per day of excess ethanol coming 
into the facility. Northwood is having a terrible time with all the truck traffic and materials being 
stored there as well. 
A discussion of the feasibility of a (national?) pipeline system—Duane pointed out that previous 
studies have looked at the feasibility of a (national) pipeline system and that a new separate 
pipeline would be needed and that the amount of product to be shipped would be very small. 
Texaco looked into investing in Iowa’s ethanol industry but discovered that all of Iowa’s output 
together is smaller than their smallest current refinery. Pipeline is not a feasible alternative; 
depots, especially by rivers, will make more sense. Because rail seems to be most popular way to 
ship the final product out, connecting depots with barges makes sense. 
Duane asked if all had heard about the “2030” plan, with its goal to replace 20% of our 
petroleum fuel needs with ethanol by the year 2030. This will require much more production, 
probably from different materials (switch grass, sugar cane, beets, etc.). What changes and new 
complications will this bring to the table? Jim remembered when sugar beets were grown 
extensively in NE Iowa for the sugar mills and believes it could be easily done again if prices 
made it a better alternative than the standard corn and beans. This alternative might disperse the 
delivering traffic back to its original pattern (from grower directly to plant) as the cooperatives 
would not be set up for this. New equipment will be needed to compact and haul the raw 
materials to the plant. Duane stated that a lot of research is currently going on at Iowa State 
University in that regard. 
No one noted significant complaints about the plants or the wind farms; Jim said the early ones 
(especially Glenville, MN) had complaints of a “burnt toast” smell, but he hardly hears any 
complaints now. Dusten pointed out early complaints on the noise and aesthetics of the large 
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number of turbine towers in those farms, but again, the early complaints seemed to quickly die 
away.  
Jim gave specifics on revenues from the casino. The county gets $7,000 each week into general 
fund plus a quarterly stipend of $1 million; in addition, this year, each graduating student in the 
county will be given $7,000 to pursue some advance training/education.  
Dusten and Mary agreed that most gravel roads show problems in the first year and that paved 
roads will begin showing problems in 1½ to 2 years after construction or the beginning operation 
of an ethanol plant or wind turbine farm. Dusten’s most recent experience involved winter 
erection of the turbines, and he thought little damage was evident. 
Jim—Iowa 105 north of Joyce is a good example of a road that was destroyed by the 
approximately 275 semis per day coming into that facility (mainly because they were paying a 
two to three cent premium for grain).  
Mitchell County passed a “Road Preservation Ordinance” some time ago that allows the county 
to collect damages from individuals/companies that cause major road damage. It has been used 
successfully to collect $15,000 toward one repair. He anticipates a lot more damages with 
another 230 to 250 turbines coming.  
Before coming to the meeting, Jim asked both of his Boards of Supervisors if they thought that 
these new plants and wind farms cost the county money. All agreed that they were sure they did. 
Mary and Dusten thought their boards would also support that statement. However, they also feel 
that the political pressure from landowners and large industries, as well as the need for more jobs 
in the county, would mean their continued support in favor of more.  
Jim talked of his latest venture in forming economic development TIF areas to include all of the 
wind turbine towers and to raise revenue for road projects using that procedure. He commented 
that as long as less than 10 acres on each property is included, the owners have no “rebuttal 
rights.” He had to write individual metes and bounds descriptions of the properties, and they 
need to be connected by road segments. Going through the process now—the Farm Bureau likes 
this as someone else is paying for roads! It also does not affect school revenues. An example of 
the amount of that is involved with this is:  
• $590 million total Mitchell County valuation 
• $260 million first phase wind farm valuation 
• $500 million second phase wind farm valuation 
 
Jim believes that farmers are paid for the easement (20 years), a fee for the buried power lines, 
and a fee for each turbine on their land ($3,300/year for the 1.5 mw & $5,000/year for the 2 mw 
units.   
The Worth County units are coming out of Spain (?) or of Holland. He believes that the blades 
are from the U.S. 
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All plants and wind farm locations were marked on county maps for future identification. 
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Sperry, Robert B [CTRE] 
From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Bob: 
Kelly, Mary [MKelly@co.cerro-gordo.ia.us) 
Wednesday, February 25, 2009 11 :17 AM 
Sperry, Robert B [CTRE) 
RE: Charts and Detailed Questions for February 24th Meeting in Mason City 
I did some additional fact checking. I did not find any receipts from the wind farm owner in the annual reports or in our 
records. I also checked the bridge maintenance and it looks like just normal maintenance, nothing which was caused 
from construction. Lastly, I checked further into receipts from Golden Grain (ethanol plant) and Mason City. It did not 
appear that there were any receipts from Golden Grain. It looks like the County paid the contractor and Mason City 
reimburse to the County $425,000 for the 2401h Street project. It appears it went something like this. The project was split 
into 3 divisions: 1.5 miles participating in RISE, 1.5 miles non-participating and a water line. The total construction costs 
paid for the entire project was $2,785,000. RISE reimbursed the county for $589,000 and Mason City reimbursed the 
county $425,458. Clear as mud I suspect. If you have any questions, don't hesitate to contact me. 
Mary Kelly 
CountY Engineer 
Cerro Gordo County 
2716 South Federal Ave. 
Mason City, lA 50401 
Phone: 641-424-9037 
Fax: 641-424-9058 
From: Sperry, Robert B [CTRE] [mailto:rsperry@lastate.edu] 
Sent: Thursday, February 19, 2009 3:58PM 
To: Kelly, Mary 
Subject: Charts and Detailed Questions for February 24th Meeting In Mason Oty 
Mary-
We have finished the expenditure graphs from the 1999·2008 Annual reports for your county, 
and with those visuals, we have developed some additional questions to address with you next Tuesday. 
The attachments Include those questions, (as a place to start), and the graphs as .pdf files. 
Please call me Friday AM if you have any trouble opening 
Otherwise we look forward to visiting with you next Tuesday afternoon. 
Thanks 
Bob Sperry, P.E. 
L TAP Local Roads Safety Liaison 
2711 S. Loop Drive, Suite 4700 
Ames, lA 50010 
515-294-7311 Office 
515-231-0902 Cell 
rsoeny@iastate.edy 
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June 10, 1998 
PLANNING AND ZONING 
Cerro Gordo County Courthouse 
220 N Washington Ave Mason City, IA 50401;3254 
Tom Drzycimskl, Administrative Officer 
Barbara Fargbum, Administrative Assistant 
Hawkeye Power Partners, LLC 
503 Main A venue 
Clear Lake, IA 50428 
Gentlemen: 
(515) 421-3075 
FAX (SIS) 421-3088 
Enclosed is the Draft Resolution I will be forwarding to the Board of Adjustment at their next 
meeting which is scheduled for June 23, 1998, at 7:30 p.m. at the Courthouse in the Board's 
meeting room. . 
At this time they may make changes or adopt as written. You are certainly welcome to attend 
this meeting if you have questions or comments on any of the conditions as proposed. 
If you have any questions, please contact this office. 
Sincerely, 
~v· 
Tom Drzycim~ki 
Administrative Officer 
TD/bf 
En c. 
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RESOLUTION DRAFT 
WHEREAS, Hawkeye Power Partners LLC is the lease holder of various parcels located in the 
following sections of land: 
Sections 3, 4, 5, 8, 9, 10, 15, 16 and.l7, Township 95 North, Range 22 West; and Sections 32 and 
33, Township 96 North, Range 22 West of the 5th P.M. all in Cerro Gordo County, Iowa (see 
application for specific locations), and 
WHEREAS, said lease holder 3!1d land owners have applied to the Board of Adjustment 
established by the Zoning Ord.inance of Cerro Gordo County, Iowa, for a special use peanit for the 
construction and operation of a 42-megawatt, 60 turbine, wind energy farm to generate electrical 
power in accordance with Article 20.2(J), and 
WHEREAS, said real properties are located in A-1 Agriculture Districts under the Cerro Gordo 
County Zoning Ordinance, and 
WHEREAS, said property is located within an area that will not conflict with future growth as 
designated on the Comprehensive Development Plan of Cerro Gordo County, Iowa, and 
WHEREAS, said permit can be granted in keeping with the nature of the neighborhood, and the 
spirit of the Ordinance Ytill be preserved, and 
WHEREAS, a public hearing was held on May 26, 1998, as required by law. 
NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Adjustment of Cerro Gordo County, 
Iowa, that the Application of Hawkeye Power Partners LLC on the above described sections of 
land, be granted a Special Use Peanit as requested subject to the following regulations and/or 
conditions: 
I. This special use peanit may be reviewed at any time in the future upon the request of the 
applicant or a majority of the Board of Adjustnient members. · 
2. The provisions and/or regulations shall be minimum requirements and wherever the 
requirements of any other lawfully adopted rules, regulations or ordinances are at a variance, 
the most restrictive shall· govern. 
3. It is contemplated that from time to time during the operation of public utility structures and 
accessory equipment that conditions may arise which are not covered by the tenns of this 
permit and which cannot be anticipated. In the event such conditions do arise, the Board of 
Adjustment of Cerro Gordo County, Iowa, may impose additional regulations to meet any 
new conditions. In addition, if said facility should, at any time, be 9perated in any manner 
Hawkeye Power Partners LLC May26, 1998 
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which violates the rules and-regulations of any federal or state regulatory agency, then the 
Board of Adjustment may impose such other conditions so as to insure compliance with such 
rules and regulations. · 
4. This permit will be subject to revocation for operator's failure to comply with the provisions 
as herein set forth or such other provisions as may, from time to time, be imposed by the 
Board of Adjustment of Cerro Gordo County, Iowa, under th.e terms of this permit. 
S. The applicant shall maintain.and provide copies to the Zoning Administrator of all applicable 
state and federal permits prior to issuance of any Zoning Certificate. 
6. The proposed use shall be constructed and operated in accordance with the application. 
7. Transportation of heavy equipment for construction shall be limited to routes designated by 
the Cerro Gordo County Engineer. Dust control measures shall be taken by the applicant 
where deemed appropriate by the County Engineer. 
8. Access permits for service roads shall be obtained from the Cerro Gordo County Engineer. 
9. The applicant shall apply for a Zoning Certificate prior to the construction of the substation 
and each turbine. 
10. The applicant shall apply for variances for ·meteorological towers once locations have been 
determined. 
11. At the end of the project's useful life, equipment shall be removed from the site and 
foundations removed to a depth of four feet. 
12. Turbines shall be no less than 267 feet from any existing principal or accessory structure 
(except occupied residences in which a 1,000 foot distance shall be required), any other 
turbine, or road right-of-way. This condition does not include base stations. 
13. No more than 60 turbines shall be erected by the applicant unless otherwise authorized by the 
Board of Adjustment. 
14. The project shall not adversely irripact any duly established drainage district. The applicant 
shall repair damage to drainage structures directly caused by construction. 
15. Costs of repair of damage to count}' roads or rights-of-way resulting from the construction 
phase of this project shall be the responsibility of the applicant. 
·16. In granting the special use pennit, the Board of Adjustment recognizes that locations are not 
. finalized. The applicant may alter the location of structures off the fence line or property line 
Hawkeye Power Partners LLC May26, 1998 
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or by moving them laterally. A location variation from the Application for Varill!lces to 
Zoning District Requirements of more than 500 feet will require the approval of the Board of 
Adjus1ment. 
17. The applicant shall comply with the provisions of the Cerro Gordo County Flood Plain 
Management Ordinance contained in the'Cerro Gordo County Zooing Ordinance. · 
18. Applicant must take reasonable measures to correct deficiencies in radio and television 
reception in or near the prc:>ject area which are shown to be caused by operation of the project. 
!9. Applicant shall take reasonable measures such ·as planting trees, installing awnings and the 
like to mitigate specific, adverse visual impacts such as reflections or shadows affecting 
occupied residences within or immediately adjacent to the project area 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED this permit will be subject to revocation for operator's failure ·to 
comply with the provisions as herein set forth or such other provisions as may, from time to time, 
be imposed by the Board of Adjus1ment of Cerro Gordo County, Iowa, under the terms of this 
permit. . 
Motion to approve said Application on May 26, 1998, was ml\de by John Nelson and seconded by 
Gene Baker. Roll call vote taken resulted as follows: 
Nelson -yes 
Baker - yes 
Berding - yes 
Davis- yes 
Boyle - yes 
Motion to approve said Resolution was made by 
-------- and seconded by with the understanding all 
provisions of said Resolution are effective retroactive to May 26, 1998. Roll call vote taken 
resulted as follows: 
Terry Boyle, Chairman, Board of Adjus1ment 
Cerro Gordo County, Iowa 
Hawkeye Power Partners LLC May26, 1998 
3 
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Cerro Gordo County Engineer 
2716 So. Federal Ave., Mason City, Iowa 60401 
JlllllCS D. Witt, P.E. & LS. 
AssiSI8llts: Mruy Arndt and Ste\·e Gooder 
Administrntive Assisttmt: Shelly M Ciavnn:lli 
September 14, 1998 
Mr. Stephen F. Dryden, Project Manager 
Cerro Gordo County Wind Farm 
503Main Avenue 
Clear Lake, Iowa 50428 
RE: Designated Haul Routes 
Dear Mr. Dryden: 
(51 5) 424-9037 
Fax(515)424-9058 
The following routes are recommended for equipment and material deliveries to the Wind Farm 
Sites: 
B43· Cardinal between 190111 St. and 230u' St.; Dogwood between 190m St. and 230m St.; 1901~ St., 200u' St., 210111 St., 220u' St., and 230111 St. between Balsam and Eagle; 170u. St. 
(BSS) from the Hancock County Line east to S14; and Sl4 from BSS to B43. 
Please call if you have any further questions. 
Sincerely, 
9-~o--W~ 
?J:mes D. Witt 
C: File 
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Gplden Grain Energy, LLC - Mason City, Iowa http://www .goldellgl'llioenergy.comlplant_ directions.hlll 
I of2 
Houna of Operations: 
Re(lelving Grain - 7/IM to 3PM ·Monday to Frlc:lay 
Loading Modffled & Dried Olstitlen. 7:00AM to 4:30PM - Monday to Friday 
Address: 
1822 43rd Street SN 
Mason City. IOwa 60401 
Dltectlone: 
• From Interstate 35: Get off on exit 190 (Highway 18), Go east to the first Mason C~y exit(# 
183) Eisenhower (approx. 4 miles). Get off on the Eisenhower exit and go north (left), Go 
north (approx. Y. mile), Tum right (east) on 43rd Street, Go east to plant (approx. 2 miles) 
• From t-INy 218: tt.vy 218 turns into tt.vy. 18 at Floyd, Go west to the second Mason City 
exit(# 186) 1-Nvy 65/Rockwell, Go north (right) to 43rd Street (less than a mile), Tum left at 
43rd Street (the Rose Bowl wlll be on the right side of the road), Go west to the plant 
( approx. 1 Y. miles) 
• From ».vy 65 north of Mason City: Go south on tt.vy 65 all the way through Mason City 
2/23/2009 7:26 p~ 
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Map of 14542 240th St Masoo City, lA by MapQuest http:l/www.mapquest.oom'maps/map.adp?address• l4S42%20240dfA. ... 
I of I 
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Kelly, Mary 
From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 
Sperry, Robert B (CTRE] [rsperry@iastate.edu] 
Tuesday, February 17, 2009 8:00AM 
drolando@Hoydcoia.org; engineer@worthcounty.org; Kelly, Mary 
nadia@iastate.edu; desmith@isu.edu 
General Bio Economy Interview Questions 
All Counties - Bio Economy Interview Questions. doc 
All Counties - Blo 
Economy Int .. 
<<All Counties - Bio Economy Interview Questions.doc>> Mary, Dusten, and Jim-
First of all, thanks again for agreeing to be a part of this study and agreeing to meet 
with us next Tuesday at 1 PM in the Cerro Gordo County Engineer' s Office. We appreciate 
your time in getting the proper information to us to make this a very thorough and useful 
research project. 
Today, I am sending out some general questions that deal with all your counties, including 
the details of how your plant(s )/farms came into being and the costs associated with that. 
If you have any records of additional costs mentioned in the questions and can bring them 
with you (or locations where to find them) to the meet ing next week , that would 
be very he lpful. 
In addition to filling these out, we also will be sending out this Friday (as Duane 
mentioned), copies of some graphs we made from your annual report data and a few specific 
questions relating to what we see there. Please review these also so we can discuss them 
at our meeting as well. 
we also r ealize the group conversation Tuesday may bring up even more (and better (?) 
ideas than the infor mation we are starting with, so please feel free to jot down and bring 
ANY notes you feel are pertinent or valuable to this study. 
Thanks again - See you Tuesday afternoon. 
Bob Sperry, P.E. 
Local Roads Safety Liaison 
2711 South Loop Drive, Suite 4700 
Ames, IA 50010 - 8664 
515 - 294-7311 
rsperry0iastate.edu 
p hMo / P/cutf- 2co ~ 
;-YJ,'n d Fa_y-.rn - /~<18 }E')(pa..n.decl Jh U>o3 
131 ~d.P-se_ I PI()._ J.. 
/1//J(uTI- 'f>la.nf ,_ Zoot\' / ZcoS 
/ 
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Bio Economy Interview Questions 
for County Engineers 
l. Was there an "up front" agreement with the company regarding possible road: 
a. construction costs- RISE projects? 
b. maintenance costs during construction, or 
- £.,_~;" ""' r l\.t Co~~ tJi- ore - ,qnn-o,-1- ~~ SJ,_:.i). S 
I o > 
c. rebuilding/repair costs upon completion of construction? 
JJIII,) t)l <f(P.. rep., trb Jr cJ.v.,.n, •II•,; d G""" lmrf, 1'(' f.,,~ •. 
c../- t>co~s "'~ .r, Sa,.,., • I~ "· . ....., .. r ,,., , . t:J..<I .s ~ ~.~ ... 1 c1 
2. Did severe weather before or during the construction have a substantial effect on your 
expenses over all? 
ffiYI" c..,.tr• " z~mr 
3. From your perspective, are there discernible expenses. (maintenance or operational) that 
occur after the plautlfarm is in and operational? 
N rock,, er: Nl{'(._cc $clut-<l'.r 
j 
2- "5-J f:: Mvvtcl •(f 
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Bio Economy Interview Questions 
for County Engineers 
1. Was there an "up front" agreement with the company regarding possible road: 
a. construction costs- RISE projects? 
yf' :, , 5 « t "" b+; o>/1 -:# :s: 
b. maintenance costs during construction, or 
c. rebuilding/repair costs upon completion of construction? 
2. Did severe weather before or during the construction have a substantial effect on your 
expenses over all? 
3. From your perspective, are there discernible expenses. (maintenance or operational) that 
occur after the plant/farm is in and operational? 
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Bio Economy Interview Questions 
for County Engineers 
I. Was U1cre an "up front'' agreement with the company regarding possible road: 
a. construction costs- RISE p~ojpcls? 
dJ,r,d F'a..x~ - N o 
b. maintenance costs during construction, or . 
b), 'he/ f:t:A.YY'h- '-fes , rcst>ltdtiJ "'") 
I 
2. Did severe weather before or during the construction have a substantial effect on your 
expenses over all? 
3. From your perspective, are there discernible expenses. (maintenance or operational) that 
occur after the ptanVfarm is in and operational? 
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4. Did (or does) plant or wind fann operation in your county affect impact neighboring 
counties? 
a. Vice versa? 
5. Were other traceable sources of funding (Farm to Market, LOST, Economic 
Development, RISE, TIF, Debt Service, etc.) provided you to help pay costs of getting 
plants/farms? 
6. Were necessary road repairs due to construction/operation of the plant/farm postponed 
because of a lack of funds remaining in that fiscal year? 
7. Was plant property annexed by a nearby town or tax abatements offered during the 
process, thereby reducing the county's revenues? 
-[:\"-.~\ -1'\-.~ Ar-"t.t""J {!fkv b-<. '- ~ e•.:wcf< 1 ,......,.r.:>~J t.~.'5'1'=-,q 
C-21 
 
4. Did (or does) plant or wind fann operation in your colmty affect impact neighboring 
counties? . 
fJoM :1./y 7Ac c../t>5c iJrt>X;Ili:fr ,.( +lu'5 J!~vd 7-P a.-f f-c"'bf ftUo 
r 1 
at'A r c Aka i-s u>m ... t,J. liMe. CAC ~ u crdt'f>A -ti.c LUJo··'· 6 ,' /.'f , r , 
a£ «"'-\o"t:Jh OU" •' a 1'"/tc o c('&s. 
a. Vice versa? 
5tt.me. a.~ g.&au .::_ 
I ; 
6. Were necessary road repairs due to construction/operation of the plant/farm postponed 
because of a lack of funds remaining in that fiScal year? 
7. Was plant property annexed by a nearby town or tax abatements offered during the 
process, thereby reducing the county's revenues? 
~;:,, 7Ac C fy a IJ!(aul but A rtsrul::. u > ,'.tJt. .' , a Jcac after 
Ct>4Jf2le f,'fM 
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4. Did (or does) plant or wind farm operation in your county affect impact neighboring 
counties? 
a. Vice versa? 
5. Were other traceable sources of funding (Farm to Market, LOST, Economic 
Development, RISE, TIF, Debt Service, etc.) provided you to help pay costs of getting 
_ plants/farms? · 
w_ . ...cf - Ajs+ r<o..JLI../ - fjC. a-lr~o...cl'-{ ac..e/vd Lo~/ n" 0-.(!/d~ho,o.l 
fwmS _ a..s ~'(icl_ _. 
I 
6. Were necessary road repairs due to constmction!operation of the plant/farm postponed 
because of a lack of funds remaining in that fiscal year? 
7. Was plant property annexed by a nearby town or tax abatements offered during the 
process, thereby reducing the county's revenues? 
D · 
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8. Were there any FEMA events (and subsequent dollars spent) that would skew the data 
from your annual reports? 
9. Do you have any data about the effect that your facility had on traffic volumes? 
- \,,.('~ 5h...d.., ·to b,,, ~ +~: So '-1-f:"v" 
10. Would you have any GIS related data on maintenance operations (surfacing, blading, 
snow removal, etc) available? 
11. Do you normally purchase surfacing material in a stockpile for two (or more) years at a 
time and pay in one fiscal year? 
12. Do you believe the DOT transfers made in 2004/2005 produced any spikes in your 
C-24 
 
8. Were there any FEMA events (and subsequent dollars spent) that would skew the data 
from your annual reports? 
9. Do you have any data about the effect that your facility had on traffic volumes? 
10. Would you have any GIS related data on maintenance operations (surfacing, blading, 
snow removal, etc) available? 
ll. Do you normally purchase surfacing material in a stockpile for two (or more) years at a 
time and pay in one fiscal year? 
12. Do you believe the DOT transfers made in 2004/2005 produced any spikes in your 
maintenance costs? 
C-25 
 
8. Were there any FEMA events (and subsequen 
from your annual reports? 
9. Do you have any data about the effect that yo' 
YY\Q. · 
II. Do you nonnally purchase surfacing material in a stockpile for two (or more) years at a 
time and pay in one fiscal year? 
Up 
12. Do you believe the DOT transfers made in 200412005 produced any spikes in your 
m~n~nce costs? 
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13. Have you had any material cost spikes, other than fuel and salt prices in 2008, that you 
believe might create "artificial" spikes that may need adjusting? 
C-27 
Floyd County Interview  
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Bio Economy Interview Questions 
for County Engineers 
l. Was there an "up fronf' agreement with the company regarding possible road: 
a. construction costs- RISE projects? 
n ,- \ p'- ·:\- t/ I it (OO, ~"0 (T' u.,.!Nrrv(oo 1.~'\ 
"-I>€- - "'-M""- ""'-' a.,....m; c<A "'"' · ) 
I=M t \ 11oD,oo.::> 
b. maintenance costs during construction, or 
LOLA-<- ~'-'-A,It.Jt.'f S"'-""-\4/l._ 
I S Y.PP'-lti. v [U><.(_ 
"TT <i:>fl-lt<l't.\,. ~P..b> 0"'~'1 U~<iD l'r<:. 1-\.o..AL ~s 
lh-'>o l;)u ')T LA~~ C.p~h (),.} ,......,. L. f9jlf-i>!. . 
c. rebuilding/repair costs upon completion of construction? 
N-oi'O<t... 
2. Did severe weather before or during the construction have a substantial effect on your 
expenses over all? 
~;JC -
3. From your perspective, are there discernible expenses. (maintenance or operational) that 
occur after the plant/farm is in and operational? (f«"J 
E:r""w•K. p.._,..,_rr Ro~t) ~ 62t..~ '-l.f 1\-'J'/) .. 
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4. Did (or does) plant or wind farm operation in your county affect impact neighboring 
counties? 
1\JD T $<A.4.e. . 
a. Vice versa? 
0 
5. Were other traceable sources of funding (Farm to Market, LOST, Economic 
Development, RISE, TIF, Debt Service, etc.) provided you to help pay costs of getting 
plants/farms? 
FN'I + ~\&'< Fo-1t =£tlfA,.tU L Pt.>1't p.ytr) 
6. Were necessary road repairs due to construction/operation of the plant/farm postponed 
because of a lack of funds remaining in that fiscal year? 
7. Was plant property annexed by a nearby town or tax abatements offered during the 
process, thereby reducing the county's revenues? 
fAI>Io«.t"<.t'IV ..... C~NCI... 10 % R>P- t2.. I~ 
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8. Were there any FEMA events (and subsequent dollars spent) that would skew the data 
from your annual reports? 
:roc.. s~ ~en FoiL u..IJI)..J~ L<.:>bttK .. 
9. Do you have any data about the effect that your facility had on traffic volumes? 
It 
10. Would you have any GlS related data on maintenance operations (surfacing, blading, 
snow removal, etc) available? 
0 
II. Do you normally purchase surfacing material in a stockpile for two (or more) years at a 
time and pay in one fiscal year? 
m , ?<>""-'t. 't ........ ~-::. PA-'f 
12. Do you believe the DOT transfers made in 200412005 produced any spikes in your 
maintenance costs? 
A- :> M-1\-U... 
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13. Have you bad any material cost spikes, other than fuel and salt prices in 2008, that you 
believe might create "artificial" spikes that may need adjusting? 
AJOTI+t All... £L-S.L 
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Bio Economy Interview Questions 
for Floyd County Engineer 
I. Confmn operational dates: Wind Turbine Farm in 2007? Ethanol plant in 2007? 
We have looked at your cotmty's annual reports from 1999-2008 to get a starting point for data 
collection and the questions below are based on looking at those reports (graphs are enclosed). 
Hopefully these questions will generate conversation from which we can gain your perspective, 
as well as any data. 
2. Are there other costs records that you or the county auditor would have available that 
would add to our knowledge of total actual expenses? Q') 
3. There appears to be a spike in your pavement repair expenses in 2007. Was part or all of 
this attributable to construction damage for, or grain transportation to, the new 
plant(s)/fann? 
wo I 
ea.. wrrfl.-
FfY\ 
4. There also appears to be a spike in bridge maintenance in 2005 - during construction? 
IJO , J1'L'>'r tq, .. u:-_q.,vnt..,ff'£0 DN 1Mit1J..."iJ<-
5. There also appears to be a spike in granular surfacing/blading in 2006; was there a major 
stockpile purchase or severe winter with lots of road repairs that may have skewed that 
expense? 
1/'V c +fi.~i. 1~ Poll~'\ ~~t,... I P"=fMIV\l {)fJ 
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6. Winter maintenance was very high in 2001 and was escalating in 2007. Severe winter in 
area 200 l? Possible causes/explanation for 2007? Severe winter also? 
<1Md..t.. v./(-.Jr:<-/L Lon ue $JJC!.N I C'~'>,..,.,.,vr 
I 
...., ' "' rf-vL- 4-2>7> tC..q) c..u' to ,4--b ·i><-D c ..,s, l} Polt. 
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Bio Economy Interview Detail Questions 
for Mitchell County Engiineer 
I. Confirm operational dates: Wind Turbine Farm in 2008? Ethanol plant in 2008? 
We have looked at your county's annual reports from 1999-2008 to get a starting point for data 
collection and the questions below are based on looking at those reports (graphs are enclosed). 
Hopefully these questions will generate conversation from which we can gain your perspective, 
as well as any data 
2. Are there other costs records that you or the co~ty auditor would have available that 
would add to our knowledge of total actual expenses? 
NO 
3. There appears to be spike in your bridge maintenance jn 2005 - in advance of any 
planning(?) or construction. Would this be typical of anything? 
Not related to wind farm or ethanol. 
4. Also granular surfacing & blading seem to have spiked in 2006 - Hard winter before? 
Stockpile purchase? 
Winter weather and spring break up. 
• 5. Pavement repairs have risen steadily 2005 - 2008 -Normal deterioration or preparation 
for coming facilities? 
Normal deterioration heavy salt use in winter. 
C-37 
 
6. High winter maintenance in 2001 - Severe winter in area? 
YES 
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for 0!!1\§ i!erns 
To c001act tile 
Wind farm in Mitchell County now fully operational 
by David Namanny, Press~News Editot' 
Horizon Wind Energy, the Texas company that owns and operates the 
Pioneer Prairie Wind Farm near Mcintire in northern Mitchell County, 
announced last week that all turbines on the farm are now In full operation, 
pumping electricity onto the grid. 
ameg~CK ~ This means that the blades are now spinning on the 122 turbines to go up so 
far. Over 200 megawatts of energy are being produced at any one time. 
This Is just the first phase of the amazing $600 million project In Mitchell 
County and southern Minnesota • . Ground was first broken last spring on the 
Installation of 122 Vestas V82 wind turbines In northern Mitchell County. 
The second phase of the project, to begin in a few months, will add 60 
Vestas V82 wind turbines In the western part of the site Into Howard County. 
The second phase should be completed by this summer . 
''The first 122 wind turbines are now operational and producing electricity," 
explained Pioneer Prairie Project Manager Teran Smith. •we are connected 
to the main power grid that runs southwest to northwest and delivered 
through a substation north of Adams, Minnesota. • 
The electricity being produced Is 
not sold to any one company as of 
yet. 
"We hope to have a contract soon, 
but If we don't by this spring, we 
will be a merchant power facility, 
selling our energy to a dally 
marker," said Smith. "This Is a new 
concept for wind energy, but we 
expect it will grow and become 
common in the future as the United 
States reduces its dependence on 
foreign oil." 
All the land the turbines sit on 
around Mcintire Is leased on 
contract for the life of the wind 
farm from local farmers and 
property owners. While land Is 
leased from property owners, even 
property owners within the project 
boundaries without a turbine on 
their land may also be 
compensated if affected by the 
project. 
Horizon Wind Energy, owned by 
We ha.1•e the 
loon· Solutions 
for your life/ 
EDP Renovavels, is the fourth largest wind energy producer In the world. 
With the Pioneer Prairie project and two others going o:nllne, including The 
201 MW Meridian Way Wind Farm, located In north central Kansas in Cloud 
2124/2009 8:52AM 
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Mitchell Comty Press 
2of3 
http:/lwww .mcpress.comla.rticles/2009/0 1/30/newslrews06.txt 
County and the 102.9 megawatt (MW) Rattlesnake Road Wind Farm located 
near the dty of Arlington In Gilliam County, Oregon, the com Pliny has now 
fully commissioned over 500 megawatts since December of 2008. 
"Horl~on Wind Energy celebrates the commerdal operations of the Meridian 
Way Wind Farm, the Rattlesnake Road Wind Farm, and the first phase of the 
Pioneer Prairie Wind Farm. lllese wind farms mark our entry Into two 
additional states, Kansas and Iowa; Horizon Is proud to contribute to the 
dean energy future in regions with such promising wind resources, • said 
Antonio Martins da Costa, Chairman and CEO of Horizon Wind Energy. "In 
addition, we are proud to start the commerdal operation or our second wind 
farm in Oregon; we now have more than 200 megawatts operating In the 
state and are continuing to research new opportunities with several hundred 
megawatts under development. • 
Martins da Costa continued, •we thank our Meridian w ay customers, The 
Empire District Electric Company, and Westar Energy and our Rattlesnake 
Road customer, Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&.E), as well as the 
landowners and communities In Kansas, Oregon and Iowa for their 
partnerships and enthusiasm to produce local, dean renewable energy. • 
Iowa has long been a leader In renewable energy, setting a renewable 
energy requirement In 1983 of 105MW for Its two Investor-owned utilities. 
This, combined with Iowa's strong wind resource, access to transmission, 
and community acceptance helped launch many large-scale projects In the 
late 1990s and early 2000s. 
In 2001, Iowa established a voluntary goal of 1,000MW of wind generating 
capadty by 2010. 
As of third quarter 2008, the American Wind Energy Association ranked Iowa 
number three In wind power in the United States with over 1300 MWs of 
existing projects installed, and Is ranked tenth In terms of potential capadty. 
Now fully operational, the Pioneer Prairie Wind Farm will prevent the annual 
emission of 900,000 tons of carbon dioxide, a contributor to dlmate change; 
3. 5 million pounds of nitrogen oxide, which causes smog; and nearly 6 
million pounds of sulfur dioxide, which causes add rain. 
In addition, the Wind Farm will displace 48,000 pounds of mercury each 
year. The environmental benefits are equivalent to taking 90,000 cars off of 
the road. 
About Horizon Wind Energy 
Horizon Wind Energy develops, constructs, owns and operates wind farms 
throughout North America. Based In Houston, Texas with over 20 offices 
across the United States, Horizon has developed more than 2, 000 
megawatts (MW) and operates over 1,500 MW of wind farms. 
Horizon Is owned by EQP Renovavels S.A. ("EDPR"), a global leader In the 
renewable energy sector. EDPR has undergone exceptional development In 
recent years. Its Installed capacity Increased four-fold between 2005 and 
2007, becoming the fourth largest wind energy produce.r In the world. EOPR 
Is listed on the Euronext lisbon Stock Exchange. 
Energlas de Portugal, S.A. ('EDP"), the parent company of EDPR, Is a 
vertically-integrated utility company, headquartered In lisbon, Portugal. 
Through Its various constituent businesses, EDP holds significant electrldty 
and gas operations In Europe, Brazil, and the United States. 
For more information, visit www hortzonwjnd.com and 
www.edprenovaye!s com. 
Story aeated Jan 27, 2009 • 12:54:44 CST. 
f ·-mtl thislt()rv las;k tg Index Prilttr Fdendty VtraJpo 
212412009 8:52AM 
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Worth County Interview  
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Bio Economy Interview Questions 
for Worth County Engineer 
I. Confirm operational dates: Wind Turbine Farm in 2003? Ethanol plant in 2003? 
We have looked at your county's annual reports from 1999-2008 to get a starting point for data 
collection and the questions below are based on looking at those reports (graphs arc enclosed). 
Hopefully these questions will generate conversation from whi ch we can gain your perspective, 
as well as any data. 
Phase 1 Wind farm Aug.-Oct. 2001, Phase 2 J an.- April 2008, Phase 3 Dec. 2008 
2. Are there other costs records that you or the county auditor would have available that 
would add to our knowledge of total actual expenses? 
___________ NO ______________________________________ ___ 
3. There appears to be an upward trend from 2004 and peaking in 2006, in your pavement 
repair expenses. Was part or all ofthls attributable to construction damage for, or grain 
transportation to, the new plant(s)/fam1? 
Grain transportation to ethanol and Grain facility io Joice, Ia. 
4. There also appears to be a spike in bridge maintenance in 2005 - Is this related to the 
plant construction or raw material transporting? 
NO, Worth County did some maintenance overlays. 
5. There appears to be an upward trend in granular and blading from 2006-2008. Could this 
be related to the plant and farm? 
_ _____________ P. ossibly _________________ _ 
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6. That trend, when combined, granular, blading, and winter maintenance also is repeated 
from 2006 to 2008. __ All grain is moved with semis and it does appear to increase 
the need for rock and blading. 
7. Is the spike in winter maintenance in 2001 from a severe winter for the entire area? 
_____________ Yes. ____________________________________________ __ 
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Des Moines County Interview Notes July 9, 2009 Gateway Center 
Present: Brian Carter (Des Moines County Engineer), Duane Smith (InTrans), Bob Sperry 
(InTrans) 
Meeting commenced at 10:05 a.m. in patio area. 
Duane provided Brian a general overview of the research project objectives, those areas of the 
state reviewed to date, and the need to get a SE Iowa perspective. 
Brian pointed out that Des Moines County had received a RISE grant for a paving project of one 
mile of PCC north of old U.S. 34 up to Beaverdale Road, which was already paved. The plant is 
located in the middle of that mile, and the new road provides access from either end via a paved 
connection. Brian will send information on the construction costs and on the split between grants 
and agencies needed to fund it. He did indicate that, although the plant is located outside the 
Burlington city limits, the city had provided a portion of the funds needed to get the plant to 
come to their area.  
 
 
Old US 34 had been resurfaced before being transferred to the county’s jurisdiction just a few 
years ago, so it was, and still is, in pretty good condition. The new road paving project was 10-
inch thick PCC, which is thicker than Brian normally would use (eight or nine inches) on his 
other roads. Traffic prior to plant construction had caused the deterioration of another county 
route, Washington RD. This route runs east and west along the north end of the new plant road 
and was formerly a road under state jurisdiction. Knowing the plant was coming, it had been 
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scheduled for needed rehabilitation work and was completed about the same time as the plant 
became operational. Therefore, this segment of roadway is still in good condition, despite the 
increased loading from the ethanol plant traffic. As a part of the initial interagency agreement, 
the county Board of Supervisors also agreed to pay for the construction of an interchange at the 
south end of the new road off U.S. 34. This work was done entirely at their expense, an 
investment of $642,000. 
Because of all this relatively new construction, little deterioration has been noted from the 
increasing traffic since the plant began operating in 2004. However, a growing trend seem to be 
that truck traffic from the north gets off U.S. 61, travels west on Flint Bottom Road to 
Beaverdale Road, and then comes south to the plant. These two county roads seem to be the most 
vulnerable to the truck increase, although no damage has yet become apparent on either. 
There has been a large effect on the county’s gravel roads, especially in conjunction with the soft 
roads last spring and summer that were weather-related. In reviewing the expenditure analysis 
graphs for his county, Brain’s feeling was that none of the spikes shown for pavement repair, 
winter maintenance, or bridge maintenance had any correlation to the plant operation. Although 
he felt it was directly correlated with the expenditure for granular surfacing, the fact that the 
county had some severe winter/spring weather the last two seasons had also been a major factor. 
He does anticipate a bridge on Beaverdale Road that will need quicker replacement because of 
the plant operation. He has just had bridge inspections done on several of his bridges, and this 
bridge will require posting for one-lane traffic to avoid posting a weight limit. Brian emphasized 
that the expenditures do not represent what needs to be spent to repair all damages, but he can 
spend only what he has. 
Brian has not seen a big transition in haul routes (more from elevators) and, in fact, noted that 
there has been a lot of storage bin construction activity in his area in the past few years. He 
believes that many producers try to hold their saleable crop longer to get the highest price, and 
because of their own lack of storage, the elevators have remained fuller, thus limiting their 
additional capacity. Therefore, area product still comes in from all directions. He did agree that 
the semi-truck is the norm for transporting crop on most area operations. One other item of 
interest was that the ethanol plant would take wetter corn (up to 17% moisture) without a 
penalty, so in the (past) wet seasons, local farmers could take it there to avoid either docking or 
drying charges. 
In an effort to entice the plant to come to this location, the Board of Supervisors not only agreed 
to the expenses of the road work and the interchange construction but also agreed to a tax 
abatement that allows no taxes to be collected during the first 10 years of operation and then 
limits taxes by using only 10% of the valuation for taxing during the next 10 years. No additional 
funds from other sources have been granted to the road department for additional maintenance 
costs incurred. Brian feels that the political attitude toward this type of “economic growth” has 
not changed and that his Board would do the same today, except for not allowing as much of a 
tax break for 20 years. Their agreement has been interpreted to apply that break to only the 
original construction, so some slight funding is possible from the few outbuildings built within 
the last few years plus a major expansion that was just completed, doubling the plant’s 
production capacity.  
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The research team discussed design standards, and Brian has not really had to face that issue yet 
because many of his roads were resurfaced just prior to the plant opening. Brian did do his last 
road using cold in-place recycling in addition to just resurfacing to try to build in more strength. 
He currently has no fixed ESAL requirements but will be analyzing it closely when he prepares 
for work on the Beaverdale Road. 
Because Brian farms with his father, we asked if he had any insight into the future of alternate 
materials, such as switch grass, corn stalks, cobs, or wood fiber. He thought many in the area 
used no-till farming techniques and that they would be very slow to begin selling off their stalks 
now used for crop nutrients.  
Brian did not believe that a pipeline would be a feasible method of transportation due to cost. 
The county has a landfill and had considered selling some of the methane it produced to the 
ethanol plant but abandoned the idea once it explored some potential construction costs. 
Fire Services is a problem for many rural ethanol plants that are protected by volunteer 
departments. The departments are simply not equipped to handle an ethanol fire, especially a 
large one that is possible at a plant site.  
The Des Moines County Engineer provided Pre-paving costs. 
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Interchange R.O.W. $31,403.00
Interchange Grading $63,919.74
Interchange Paving $600,000.00 *no W. Burl. agreement yet
TOTAL $695,322.74
* these numbers do not include any West Burlington participation in paving ramps and road
103rd St. R.O.W. $93,587.00
103rd St. Grading $265,169.25 *W. Burl. will reimb. Sec. Rd. for $85,710.47
103rd St. Paving $919,000.00 *no W. Burl. agreement yet
TOTAL $1,277,756.25
* if paving project is started and completed this spring as currently planned, Sec. Rd. Dept. most
likely will have to take out a loan and do a budget amendment prior to end of fiscal year because
the grant reimbursements (and hopefully W. Burl. reimb.) will most likely not be received prior
to the end of the fiscal year
RISE Grant $500,000.00 *must be split 50/50 between ramps & road
EDA Grant $500,000.00 *not officially allocated yet (9/11/03)
TOTAL $1,000,000.00  
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Post-paving Costs provided by Des Moines County Engineer 
Beaverdale Interchange Des Moines County West Burlington BADCO TOTAL
Interchange R.O.W. $31,403.00 $31,403.00 $31,403.00 $94,209.00
Interchange Grading $63,919.74 $63,919.74 $0.00 $127,839.48
*includes consultant fees
Interchange Paving $642,029.26 $0.00 $0.00 $642,029.26
103rd St. (Ethanol Road) Des Moines County West Burlington TOTAL
103rd St. R.O.W. $73,687.50 $19,900.00 $93,587.50
103rd St. Grading $238,365.59 $94,710.47 $333,076.06
*includes consultant fees
103rd St. Paving $714,353.90 $135,140.78 $849,494.68
*includes consultant fees
TOTALS $1,763,758.99 $345,073.99 $31,403.00 $2,140,235.98
GRANTS
RISE Grant $500,000.00
EDA Grant $500,000.00
TOTAL $1,000,000.00
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APPENDIX D. MAINTENANCE COST FOR LEE AND DES MOINES COUNTIES 
Lee County 
 
Pavement Repair Lee County 
30,000 -.------------------------~n·octte-sne>+l--
25,000 +--------------.---------------+- ---
15,000 
10,000 
5,000 
0 
1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 
...... AC466 13,479 1,771 2,531 2,330 1,869 5,270 5,928 8,738 568 19 
- PC467 2,449 0 9,394 24,908 85 3,731 0 3,602 38 4,704 
..,._total 15,928 1,771 11,925 27,238 1,954 9,001 5,928 12,340 606 4,723 
Granular and Blading 
1,600,000 
1,400,000 
1,200,000 .A Rindipc;pl / ~ ./'A..".._ t// 1,000,000 ~ _..,.,.. ~ 'lfl 800,000 ,_. / / .., , 600,000 ~ I 
400,000 I 
I 
200,000 _.... 
_.... 
l 
0 w 
1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 
~Blading 451 125,771 126,747 147,165 179,304 180,890 179,311 214,408 204,288 215,447 221,740 
- Granlua r 461 485,593 798,345 875,006 982,581 861,821 896,430 1,055,24 853,220 769,070 1,155,57 
~total 611,364 925,092 1,022,17 1,161,88 1,042,71 1,075,74 1,269,65 1,057,50 984,517 1,377,31 
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160,000 Winter Maintenance 
140,000 
120,000 
100,000 
80,000 
60,000 
40,000 
20,000 
0 
1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 
~Pavement 521 18,083 20,825 52,795 17,901 2 1,213 47,031 14,701 28,562 38,611 86,441 
- Granula r 522 34,633 17,301 66,430 22,564 11,986 36,285 11,865 26,119 47,757 68,487 
~total 52,716 38,126 119,22 40,465 33,199 83,316 26,566 54,681 86,368 154,92 
Bridge Maintenance 
40,000 
Biodiesel 
35,000 .... 1\ 'I' 30,000 I \ I 25,000 . I \ I 20,000 I I \ A .I' 15,000 
10,000 I \ / \ .. .; -I ~ \/ ""'/' 5,000 
' 
,.. 
... 0 
1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 
!....,.Bridges Maint enance 420 2,617 35,02C 7,784 5,603 8,687 17,962 4,975 0,711 6,871 19,42~ 
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Total Granular,Biading and Winter Maintenance 
1,400,000 
1,200,000 A 
B io~se~ 
./' / ~ V' 1,000,000 / ... 800,000 I / I 600,000 I 
400,000 I 
I 
200,000 
~ ~ '-'- ~ 
0 
"' 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 
- total granular and blad ing 
611,364 925,092 ,022,1 ,161,8~ ,042,7 ,075,7' ,269,6~ ,057,5( 984,517 ,377,3 maintenance 
- total winter maintenance 52,716 38,126 119,225 40,465 33,199 83,316 26,566 54,681 86,368 154,928 
Total Winter and Bridge Maintenance 
180,000 
160,000 Biodiesel 
140,000 + f 1/ 
120,000 1\ :/ 100,000 I \ 1/' 80,000 ){ I \ 1\ / : 60,000 ~I \ I \ / I 40,000 
A ~ v I 20,000 I / "-. - ..... ·~ .,..... ..... 0 
1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 
1- Bridges Maintenance 420 2,617 35,020 7,784 5,603 8,687 17,962 4,975 10,717 6,871 19,424 
1- total winter maintenance 52,716 38,U6 119,22 40,465 33,199 83,316 26,566 54,681 86,368 154,928 
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Total Winter Maintenance and Pavement Repair 
160,000 
Biodiesel / 
140,000 ~ !J' 120,000 
!\ I j'' 100,000 
80,000 I \ )£ J \ 1\ / I 60,000 ,, \ I \ / I 40,000 I 
"' 
........ ~ v I 
20,000 ~ ~--- ....&. I 0 -- .............. _. 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 
1- total pavement repair 15,928 1,771 11,925 27,238 1,954 9,001 5,928 12,340 606 4723 
1- total winter maintenance 52,716 38,126 119,225 40,465 33,199 83,316 26,566 54,681 86,368 154,928 
Total Pavement,Granular and Blading, and winter 
Maintenance Biod iesel 
1,400,000 A 
.A I / 1, 200,000 
./"' ../ ~/ 1,000,000 / I ~ 800,000 / I 600,000 I 
I 
400,000 I 
200,000 I 
~- ~ _..K 0 
-1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 
...-total pavement repair 15,928 1,771 11,925 27,238 1,954 9,001 5,928 12,340 606 4723 
.....,..total granular and blading 
611,364 925,092 1,022,17 1, 161,88 1,042,71 1,075,74 1,269,65 1,057,50 984,517 1,377,31 maintenance 
---total winter maintenance 52,716 38,126 119,225 40,465 33,199 83,316 26,566 54,681 86,368 154,928 
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Des Moines County 
 
 
Pavement Repair 
140000 
'I' Ethanol 
120000 A. I 
Q,. I 
" 
I 
100000 
"'-I 
' 
I 
80000 I 
• \. I 60000 
' :,.-A_... ~ 40000 
20000 
f" 
"' 
~ 
I / '-" 0 ... 
1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 
...... AC 466 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 46,329 26,453 
--PC467 105,784 76,065 126,695 98,472 52,803 34,734 41,973 39,040 11,756 17,676 
.... tota l 105784 76065 126695 98472 52803 34734 41973 39040 58085 44129 
Winter Maintenance 
200,000 Eth a n o l 
A 180,000 ~ I 160,000 
140,000 I I 
l I 120,000 1\. /i\ / 100,000 
-/\ ~\ ~ / ./"'; 80,000 f ./\_ \~ \// / 60,000 
--
../ "-.. / A"-~r ....s / 40,000 ~- /I,- ...,-20,000 
~ 
-y ~ ...... 0 
1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 
- Plow snow 1 spread sand/salt 521 16,604 19,475 40,195 17,530 14,200 54,574 14,113 25,072 37,743 87,420 
- Plow & blade snow only 522 49,759 46,414 75,831 38,539 72,024 67,447 40,736 51,941 79,009 99,435 
- total winter maintenance 66,363 65,889 16,02 56,069 86,224 22,02 54,849 77,013 16,75 86,85 
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Bridge Maintenance 
160,000 /-, 
140,000 I .... 1 Eth! nol 'A/ 
120,000 I I \ 100,000 • I /\. .,.--\ ; I \ ~ 80,000 / v \ I I v 60,000 
' ..-.j 40,000 I""""" 
20,000 
., 
1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 
!...,_Bridges 420 63,78 103,4 64,96 87,71 94,39 36,04 41,63 141,1 61,04 89,82 
Total Winter and Bridge Maintenance 
200,000 
180,000 I< I 160,000 .. .•. I 140,000 I / --:--.. 
120,000 t 'A/ I A / I\ 11 \ / 100,000 • /Y. \ .,..-1( ~ \ '//\ ~ 80,000 / / V\ / \. \ 1/ v 60,000 ~ \• 1 40,000 !" 20,000 
1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 
- Bridges 420 63,784 103,46<1 64,966 87,717 94,391 36,047 41,631 141,10< 61,049 89,824 
- total winter maintenance 66363 65889 116026 56069 86224 122021 54849 77013 116752 186855 
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Total Winter M aintenance and Pavement Repair 
200000 
180000 'i. 
Ethanol I 160000 
.t. I 140000 I I 120000 Ill ..,. 
100000 • II\" /a\ ~ / 
"- 11 \ "\ ;/ 1\ / / 80000 !f \ )( I \/ 60000 ~ ll...... : ! ~ 40000 r -20000 
0 + 
1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 
- total pavement repair 105784 76065 126695 98472 52803 34734 41973 39040 58085 44129 
- total winter maintenance 66363 65889 116026 56069 86224 122021 54849 77013 116752 186855 
Total Pavement,Granular and Blading, and Winter 
Maintenance 
1800000 O:t h ~ .~1 
1600000 A ~ 
1400000 / 
" 
I ..... 
Jr""' ......... ..lt.. ~ .......... 
1200000 I ' / 
1000000 I 
800000 I 
600000 I 
400000 I 
200000 I 
.. ..o'!.o._ ~ 0 
1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 
- total pavement repair 105784 76065 126695 98472 52803 34734 41973 39040 58085 44129 
- total granular and blading 28904( 41217! 1-'73683' f135498~ f122102 27325 15926 43672 f128267f f127673~ maintenance 
- total winter maintenance bb~b~ b!>~~ llbUlb !>bUb~ llbll4 lllUll ~~ flUB llb/!>l l llbll:>:> 
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APPENDIX E. IMPACT CALCULATOR SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIAL 
Table E.3. Important constants and assumptions used in the impact calculator 
 Ethanol (corn) Biodiesel (soybean) 
1 bushel of produce yields 2.7 gallons 1.4 gallons 
1 bushel weighs 56 lbs 48 lbs 
Typical truck weighs 1200 bushels 900 bushels 
Typical fuel truck hauls 9000 gallons 9000 gallons 
Typical truck ESAL 2.3 2.3 
 
Annual ESAL Calculator = =365*([U*a]+[V*b*Q]+[W*b*R]), where 
 a = number of single unit trucks 
 b = number of single or multiple trailer trucks with 4 axles and above (combo units) 
 Q = Multiplier for number of single unit trailer trucks* 
 R = Multiplier for number of multiple unit trailer trucks* 
 U = Effective ESAL for single unit trucks (0.4) 
 V = Effective ESAL for single unit trailer trucks (1.0) 
 W = Effective ESAL for multiple unit trailer trucks (1.75) 
 
* Iowa DOT lumps single and multiple unit trailer trucks together at road section information 
level but splits them at the statewide level.  
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COUNTY STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS 
LINN COUNTY, IOWA 
Prepared by the office of the Linn County Engineer 
1888 County Home Road , Marion, Iowa 
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Resolution 
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I SECTION 1 GENERAL PROVISIONS 
It is intended that the design criteria and construction specifications incorporated in this document 
be re(1uired limits for the development of plans t()r con~truction of proposed rural subdivision streets in 
Li.tm County, Iowa. Any request for a variance from these requirements mu~t be made in writi.t1g by the 
developer or his engi.t1eer to the Linn County Engineer. A variance must be granted in writillg from the 
County Engineer or by resolution of the Li.tm County Board of Supervisors to be effective. 
A professional engineer registered in the State of Iowa shall certify plans submitted for review. 
Li.tm County applies Iowa Depa11ment of Transportation "Standard Specifications for Highway and 
Bridge Constn1ction" to subdivis ion projects. Details not covered by D.O.T. specifications may be in 
accordance with Statewide Urban Design and Specifications (SUDAS). Projects reviewed by cities and 
towns shall have plans reviewed by the town or city with jurisdiction. 
111ose platting lots shall bring adjacent secondary roads to current county standards prior to final 
acceptance of the plat or in lieu thereof, provide a road agreement to bring the adjacent road(s) into 
confonnance. The i.tnpact to adjacent secondary roads shall be determined by the Linn County Eugi.t1eer 
and shall be included i.t1 the road agreement. 
I SECTION 2 CONSTRUCTION PLANS 
2.1 PLAN PREPARATION 
l' reliminary improvement plans may be submitted as prepared D size (22"x34" or 24"x36") 
drawi.t1gs or half size (11 "x17"). Scales for drawings shall be 1" = 100' or less for plan views and 1" = 
10' or less for profile. Sufficient details will be shown so that the plans are clear, and the designer's 
i.t1tent is understandable. 
All essential features shall be shown, including but nott limited to: drainage, bench marks, survey 
comers, reference ties, lot comers, center li.t1e, station marks at one-hundred (100) feet intervals, stations 
at lot corners, fences, culverts, hori.wntal curves, curve data, hydraulic data, traffic volumes, typical 
roadway cross-section, utility locations, drainage easements, street names, subdivision name, owner, 
design engineer, plan certification and location for reviewed drawings to be sent. 
2.2 PLAN SUBMITTAL 
Two sets of preliminary plans and cross-sections shal.l be submitted to the Linn County Engineer's 
Office, 1888 County Home Road, Marion, Iowa 52302. One set will be reviewed and returned to the 
design engineer. Plans shall be submitted prior to consideration of the fmal plat. 
2.3 Pl .AN APPROVAL 
11rree (3) sets of corrected plans are to be retumed to the Linn County Engineer's Office. If no 
fitrther com<:ct ions are necessary, one set of plans will be retumed to the design engineer. If corrections 
are necessary, three (3) sets of corrected plans are to be resubmitted until approval is obtailled. 
As condition offmal plan approval, the developer shall ftle an affidavit with the Soil Conservation 
Service stati.t1g that the proposed activity will not exceed the established soil loss li.tnits as prescribed by 
the Code of Iowa. If more than one acre of site is exposed to erosion, the developer must obtain a pem1it 
from the Iowa Department of Natural Resources and submit an erosion control plan. 
Fi.t1al approval must be secured before any construction begins. 
I SECTION 3 STREETS -GENERAL 
3.1 GENERAL LAYOUT OF STREETS 
TI1e general layout of proposed streets shall conform tto the requi.t·ements found in the Unified 
Development Code, Article 4, Sec. 8B § 8,9, 1.0 & .11. 
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3.2 INTERSECTIONS - ALIGNMENT 
Proposed streets shall be laid out to intersect other streets at nearly right angles when practicable. 
A deviation of as much as 10° from being o1thogonal may be allowed. Proposed street alignments shall 
have a sixty (60) foot tangent section approaching all intersections. 
Intersections shall not be located closer than two hundred (200) feet to other intersections on the 
same alignment. 
3.3 INTERSECTIONS - GRADES 
Proposed roads intersecting existing roads shall have a minus 1% to 2% profile tangent for a 
minimum of twenty-five (25) feet from the intersection. The intent of this provision is to lessen surface 
water problems at intersection and to reduce surface flow fi·om side roads onto tlu·ough roads. 
3.4 SIDEWALKS 
Where s idewalks are required see page 24 for details of sidewalk ramp details at intersections. 
I SECTION 4 ROAD CLASS AND DESIGN ELEMENTS 
4.1 CLASSIFICATION A ROAD - MAJOR ARTERI..l\L 
This classification is considered a major county artery. It carries through traffic across the 
county, traffic between conununities, and traffic between other major arterial roads. TI1ese roads are 
intended to ultimately receive hjgh type pavement and ca1ry the bulk of the traffic on the Secondary 
System. Table 4.1 divides major a1terial roads by traffic volmne into three subclasses for design 
purposes. 
SUBCLASSIFICATION TRAFFIC CO UNT, AADT 
OF MA.JOR ARTERIAL CU RRENT 20 YEARS 
A- I Over 750 1000 to 2000 
A-2 250 to 750 400 to 1000 
A-3 50 to 250 100 to 400 
1ABLE 4.1- SUBCLASSIFICATION OF MAJORARfERIAL ROADS 
4.2 CLASSIFICATION BROAD - MINOR ARTERIAL 
This classification serves as a minor arterial from the mral subdivision streets and collector roads. 
It is generally one to six miles in length and com1ects its service roads with the major a1terial system. 
Generally these roads have smaller traffic volumes than major arterial roads. These roads are intended for 
ultimate improvement to an intennediate dust :fi·ee surface or high type pavement. A rural subdivision 
street could fall into thjs classificat ion atlhe discretion ofthe County Engineer. Table 4.2 shows the 
subclassification of this road type based upon traffic volume. 
SUBCLASSIFICATION TRAFFIC COUNT, AADT 
OF MINOR ARTE RIAL CURRENT 20 YEARS 
B-1 250 to 750 400 to 1000 
B-2 50 to 250 100 to 400 
TABLE 4.2 - SUBCLASSIFICATION OF MINOR ARTERIAL ROADS 
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4.3 CLASSIFICATION C A...l\JD D ROAD - COLLECTOR ROADS AND RURAL SUBDIVISION STREETS 
These are considered service roads for rural areas and residential subdivisions. TI1ey may cormect 
to major arterial roads, minor arterial roads or collector roads. These roads are intended for local use and 
low traffic vo lumes. Rural collector road~ (C) are generally rock surfaced. Rural subdivision streets (D) 
are required to receive high type surfacing as indicated in Section 9.2. 
4.4 CLASSIFICATION E ROAD - PRIVATE ROADS 
These are private service roads that access agricultumllands or five or fewer private Jots. These 
roads generally have traffic volumes less than 50 vehicles per day. These private roads are intended to 
ultimately receive high type surfacing as indicated in Section 9.2. 
Conservation Subdivisions shall be classified as private roads. See Table 6.6 for design 
specifications. 
4.5 CLASS IFICATION F ROAD- PRJVATE LANE 
When private lanes are proposed in a subdivision, the Linn County Engineer must approve them 
as an exception. 
All private lanes shall be improved giving due regard to the extent and character of the area to be 
served. The layout of the proposed private lane shall be such that no provision can be made to allow 
ell.ten~ion ofthe lane outside of the proposed platted area. Private Janes are intended to serve agricultural 
properly or one or two private lots. They may also be used to serve existing lots at the discretion ofthe 
County Engineer. 
The reconunended width of the traveled surface is twenty-two (22) feet. The roadway shall be 
surfaced fhll width with cntshed stone at a rate of 5000 tons to the mile to provide a reasonable all 
weather access to the proposed lots. The width of the rock surf.'tce shall not be less than SL\.'leen (16) 
feet. The use by emergency vehicles shall be accounted for in the design of this type facility. TI1e County 
Engineer may require verification by the owner's engineer in writing that the laue is designed for 
emergency access. 
I SECTION 5 ROAD RIGHTS-OF-WAY 
5.1 RIGHT-OF-WAY WIDTHS 
Rights-of-way widths for proposed public streets shall not be Jess than sill.'ly-six (66) feet. 
Right-of-way widths fo r proposed private lanes shall not be less than forty ( 40) J'eet. Wider rights-of-way 
may be required by reason of the topo~:,>raphy and geometries to insure that the essential features ofthe 
street are contained. At intersections attention shall be given to ditch drainage to insure unintem1pted 
flow. It may be necessary to provide additional right -of-way to provide fo r such drainage. 
The minimum requirements for right-of~ way widths for the various road classifications are shown in 
Table 5.1. 
ROAI) MINTMUM R.O.W. REQUIRE)) 
CLASSIFICATION CLASSIFICATION EACH SIDE OF CENTERLINE 
A Major Arterial Road 60 ft. 
B Minor Arterial Road 50 ft. 
c Collector Road 40ft. 
D Rural Subdivision Street 33ft. 
E Private Road 33 fl! 
F Private Lane 20 :ft. 
TABLE 5.1 - RIGHT-OF-WAY WIDTHS 
*Right-of-way width on private Conservation Subdivision street may be reduced to 20' where ten·ain allows 
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5.2 EXISTING STREETS 
Additional right-of~way adjacent to existing streets shall be dedicated to Lim1 County for 
subdivisions contiguous to existing county right-of-way. See tab.le 5.) for the minimum widths required 
for rights-of-way on various road classifications. 
I SECTION 6 GEOMETRIC DESIGN FOR SUBDIVISION STREETS 
6.1 GENERAL 
A Policv on Geometric Design ofHighwavs and Streets. (AASHTO). Statewide Urban Design 
and Specifications (SUD AS), and local construction practices have been used as references in fonuulat.i.ng 
the recommendations and specifications contained in this section. His advised that prior to the 
preliminary platting of a proposed subdivision the developer and his engineer confer with the Linn Cotmty 
Engineer to establish the specific design criteria for the proposed &1reets. 
6 .2 DESIGN TRAFFIC VOLUMES 
Streets shall be designed for average annual daily traftlc (AADT) volumes as detennined by 
acceptable procedures and as approved by the County. The procedure shall take into account the size of 
the proposed subdivision, a twenty (20) year projection offitrther development, and land use pattems. A 
guide for predicting traffic volumes shall be to use an average of 10 vehicles per day per household along 
the proposed road. 
6.3 DESIGN SPEED 
Geometric design features shall be consistent with a design speed selected as appropriate for 
traffic volumes and terrain factors. Table 6.1 shall be used to determine design speed. 
TYPE MAJOR ARTERIAL COLLECTOR, PRIVATE 
OF OR RURAL SUBDIVISION STREET, LANE 
TERRAJN MINOR ARTERJAL OR PRIVATE ROADS 
Over Under 250 AADT 50 AADT Under 
750 AADT 750 AADT to 400 AADT to 250 AADT 50AADT 
Level 60mph 50 mph 40 mph 30 mph 30 mph 
RoiUng 50 mph 40 mph 30 mph 30 mph 20 mph 
HUiy 30 mph 30mph 20 mph 20 mph 20 mph 
TABLE 6.1 - DESIGN SPEED 
Long sight distances and gentle slopes characterize level terrain. Natural slopes in this ten·ain are 
generally thirty (30) feet per mile o r less and are best typiJied by the flat fann areas of central Linn 
County. CAve. Ext. north of County Home Road is in level ten·ain. 
Rolling terrain is characterized by moderate sight distances and good drainage. Natural slopes in 
this terrain are generally 30 to 80 feet per mile. It is best typified by rolling fields of south and 
southeastern Linn County. Mount Vemon Road between Highway 13 and the city of Mount Vernon is in 
rolJing terrain. 
Hilly terrain is characterized by limited sight distances and fast drainage. Natura l slopes in this 
te1Tain are generally greater than 80 feet per mile. The steep pastures of no11heastem Linn Cotmty best 
typifY it. Matsen Park Road is in hilly terrain. 
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6.4 STOPPING AND COR.NER SIGHT DISTANCE 
Minimum stopping sight distance is shown in table 6. 2. For calculating stopping sight distance 
the height of eye shall be 3.5 feet and height of object shall be 2.0 feet. 
Design Speed, mph 20 25 30 40 
Stopping Sight Distance 
Minimwn stopping sight distance, ft 115 155 200 305 
K* value for: 
Crest vertical curve 7 12 19 44 
Sa~ ve1-tica.1 cu1-ve 17 26 37 64 
"Rate ofvertJcal curvature, K, IS the length of curve per percent algebra1c 
difference in intersecting grades (A). K =U A 
50 
425 
84 
96 
TABLE 6.2- MINIMUM STOPPING SIGHT DISTANCE 
Design 
60 
570 
151 
136 
Speed, mph Minimum ConJCI' Si~ht l)i~1:ance at Inte1'Section, ft* 
60 650 
50 515 
40 415 
30 310 
25 260 
20 210 
+NOTE: Comer sight distance measured from a point on the minor road 
at least ftfteen (15) feet from the edge of the major road and 
measured from a height of eye 3.5 teet on tl1e minor road to a 
height of object 4.25 feet on the major road. 
TABLE 6.3- CORNER SIGHT DISTANCE 
6.5 GRADES 
Minimum ditch grades shall be 0. 5% to allow positive flow. Target ditch grades should be 1% or 
higher. Maximum profile grades are shown in Table 6.4 . 
Type of Dcsian Sneed mph 
Ten -ain 20 25 30 40 50 60 
Level 8 7 7 7 6 5 
Rolling 11 10 10 9 8 6 
HiUy 13 11 11 10 9 
TABLE 6.4 - MA-'XIMUM PROFILE GRADES,% 
6.6 ALIGNMENT 
·n 1e alignment of proposed subdivis ion streets shall take into account the extension of adjacent 
streets and should consider the existing topography to minimiize earthwork and erosion control. 
F-10 
 
Page 6 
Curves should be designed with as large a radius as possible. Superelevation should be used 
except for mral subdivision streets. Table 6. 5 shows the reconm1ended superelevation requirements. 
Desi~ Speed, mph Max.imum E, ft/ ft Minimum Radius, f't Runof't~ fl 
50 0.06 849 150 
40 0.06 509 125 
30 0.04 302 100 
25 0,03 209 75 
TABLE 6.5- SUPERELEVATION REQUIREMENTS 
6.7 CROSS SECTION 
111e roadway cross section may be either the open or closed ditch type. The closed ditch, curb 
and gutter type will be considered where it is the continuation of a sinlllar type facility or where it 
provides obvious advantage to the roadway. 
6.8 fNTERSECTION 
T11e minimum radius to the shoulder line for open ditch cross sections and to the back of curb for 
closed ditch cross sections shall be seventy-five (75) feel at intersection with major arterial, fifty (50) feet 
minor arterial roads and thirty-five (35) feet at intersections with all other road classes. See Figure 11. 
I SECTION 7 DRAINAGE 
7.1 OPEN DITCH DESIGN 
All surface drainage in the open ditch type construction shall be carried through suitable culverts 
to natural drainage outlets. ll1e minimum crossroad culvert shall be 24" diameter. All crossroad pipe 
shall be Lmclassified Group l. Metal pipe shall be Specification4141.02 A, Cor D. The minimum gage 
shall be 14. T11e minimum entrance culvert shall be 15" diameter, 24' length and 16 gage. All culverts 
shall meet Iowa Department of Transportation's Standards. Where ditches do not have good positive 
drainage, drain tile may be required. 
7.2 CLOSED DITCH DESIGN 
Surface drainage in the closed ditch type construction may not be can·ied more than six-hundred 
( 600) feet on the pavement. All adequate storm sewer shall be installed to cmTy the water beyond this 
point. Catch basins or flumes shall be provided to carry water fi·om the pavement to the storm sewer. A 
suitable outfall structure shall be provided. Catch basins shall be constructed of reinforced concrete and 
shall be similar to the Iowa Depattment of Transportation's Standards or SUDAS Standards. 
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DESIGN SPECIFICATIONS FOR CLASSIFICATION A, B. C, D. E & F ROADS IN UNN COUNTY. IOWA 
ROAD CLASS! FICA T!ON 
COLLECTOR 
RURAL SUllDIVISJO:< STREET 
DESIGI\ ELEMENT MMOR ARTERIAL MINOR AIHERIAL & l'RfVATE ROA0''' 
A-I A-2 A-3 13-1 B-2 C, D&E 
Design Speed. mph 50-60 45-55 40-50 45-55 40-50 25-40 
Stopping Sight Distance. ft 475-650 400-550 325-475 400-550 325-475 150-325 
Mllx. Iloriz. Curve 7" - 5• 9Y,• - 6° 12" - 7" 9Y,0 - 6° 12" - 7° 27Y,0 - l2" 
lvfax. Grade 7<}~ -5%. 8~~ - 6% ~~ - 6% S~b - 6~b 9%-6%) 11% -9% 
Pavement Width. ft 24 24 22 22 22 30 
l'"lin. Length Curve. ft 600 550 480 550 480 100-210* 
Shoulder Width, 1\ 8 6 4 6 4 I 
Bridge Width (New), ft 40 34 30 34 30 24 
Design Load Bridge (New) HS-20 HS-20 HS-20 HS-20 HS-20 HS-20 
Foreslope 4:1 3:1 3:1 3:1 3:1 3:1 
Nomin:tl h1inimum Ditch*• 5'xl0' 4'x6' 4'x3' 4'x6' 4'x3• 2'x2' 
Bridge Width (Exist.). II 24 24 24 24 24 20 
J)esigl> Lood Rrirlge (£xisl ). f1 H-1' H- 15 H-15 H-1'\ H-1> H-15 
Distance to Obstruction (clear zone) 
From f..dge ofPaven"'tll 1\ 30 16 16 16 14 
TABLE 6.6- DESIGN SPECIFICATIONS 
•Delta Angle Less than 30• - mi11imum curve length of 100' 
*D<:Ita Angle 30° or greater shall have a minimum curve length of210' 
••Mutimum depth 2.0'- Average depth of 4.0' 
10 
•••SpecificatioiiS 3pply to privateComervation Subdivisions except pavement width 
(see page xx for Conservat ion Subdivision Typical Sections} 
Page 7 
PRIVATE 
LAI\E 
F 
20-40 
125-325 
45° - 12" 
1 3~{,-~~ 
NA 
100 
NA 
24 
HS-20 
2:1 
2'x2' 
NA 
H-1> 
10 
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7.3 STOR.lvf SEWERS 
Stonn sewers shall be a minimum offtfteen (15) inches diameter concrete pipe. They shall 
be laid out to meet proper design practice and to provide adequate cover. Sections of storm 
sewer that are placed through the roadway shall be designed fo r that purpose. 
7.4 NATURAL DRAINAGE PRESERVED 
Natural drainage courses and waterways within any subdivision shall be preserved as far as 
is practicable. Surf.'lce water entering or leaving the platted prope11y shall be picked up and outlet 
at existing locations and without hann to contiguous properties. 
7.5 DRAINAGE FACILITIES- DESIGN 
Drainage facilities shall be designed in accordance with accepted engineering principles. 
The upstream area, which contributes to the waterway or stonn sewer, shall be considered 
improved and built up for hydraulic calculations. 
I SECTION 8 UTILITIES 
8.1 GENERAL 
All underground utilities to be placed under pavement shall be completed prior to 
surfacing or shall be bored under the pavement after surfacing. No cuts in the pavement for 
utilities shall be allowed. Utilities with obstmctiom shall be placed to con.fonn to the obstmction 
distance as shown in Table 6.6. 
I SECflON 9 M INIMUM SURFACING REQUIREMENTS 
9.1 GENERAL 
After the grading has been completed, the project shall be inspected and approved prior to 
placing any surfacing materials. See Section 8 for underground utility requirements. 
9.2 SURFACE TYPES 
Subdivision streets shall be surfaced to collfonn to Figures J through 10. The intent is to 
provide an AASHTO structure number of 4.0 for the pavement system. ll1e typical layer 
coefficient for H. M.A. (asphalt) surface course i.s 0.44/ inches ofthickuess, H. M.A. intermediate 
and base course is 0.40/inches of thickness, P.C.C. (concrete) is 0.50/inches ofthi.ckuess and rock 
i.s 0.11/i.nches of thickness. Other materials may be proposed such as engineering t:'lbric, fibers 
and meshes with appropriate infonnation to confirm structure numbers. 
H.M.A mix shall be determined by job mix or as approved by the County Engineer. 
Typically a 112" I ,000,000 ESAL, PG 64-22 mix is used with 6% target asphalt content. 
P.C.C. mix shall be approved by the County Engineer. A Classification C-4 concrete with 
Class 2 coarse aggregate shall be the minimum acceptable. 
Classification F roads shall be surfaced with crushed stone at a minimum rate of 5,000 
ton/mile. 
The above pavement surface types are the minimum that may generally be approved. If a 
road i.s detemli.ned to require a higher type of pavement than :is provided by the minimum 
standard, the County Engineer shall determine the required pavement in accordance with accepted 
criteria in the Farm-to-Market design guides and the Secondary Road Plan set forth by the Iowa 
Department ofTransportation. 
F-13 
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9.3 TRENCH TREATMENT 
In cut areas where excavation is 2' or greater an additional six (6) inches of grade shall be 
removed and six (6) inches of macadam stone base or rolled stone base shall be placed. See 
Figures 1 through 10. 
I SECTION 10 EROSION CONTROL 
10.1 GENERAL 
Upon completion ofthe surfaciug work, the right-of-way area shall be fine graded and 
dressed ill a workmanlike matmer. Areas disturbed duriug construction shall be prepared, seeded 
and fertilized. Other erosion control work may be required to meet the conditions as detenui.ned 
by the County Engineer. Tllis work may iuclude silt fence, sod, rock flumes, hay check dikes, 
rock dikes, jute mesh, mulching, and removal of all trees and brush within the right-of-way. 
TYPE RATE DATES OF APPLICATIO N 
Bluegrass, Kentucky 70% 41bs March 1 
Ryegrass, Perennial per 1000 to 
(FineleafVariety) 10% sq. ft. .June J 
Fescue, Creeping Red 20% 
A conunercialmixture may be used if August 10 
it contains a high percentage of to 
similar blue grasses; it may contain September 3 0 
Creeping Red Fescue 
. . Number 15-15-15 ferttltzer wtll be placed at a rate of650 lbs. per acre or the equtvalent. 
Temporary seeding may be needed to prevent erosion until the permanent seeding can he sown. 1l1e Linn 
County Engineer will approve the type of seeding. 
NOTE: Oates for permanent seeding may be adjusted depending om the weather conditions with 
prior approval from the Engiueer. 
The Engineer may require mulch when conditions indicate its use. R..1te shall be I -1/2 tons per acres of 
straw or hay. 
TABLE lO. J - PER.J\I ANENT SEEDfNG REQUIREMENTS 
I SECTION 11 ENTRANCES 
11.1 GENERAL 
Entrances shall be placed in accordance with Li.tm County specifications at no cost to Linn 
County. Entrances shall require a permit from the County Engineer's Office prior to placement. 
Entrance stu-facing shall be a minimum of fiJteen (15) tons of crushed stone. No entrance culvert 
headwalls are allowed within the right-of-way and no constmction withiu the county right-of-way 
is allowed without a pem1il. 
"'Sight distance is measured at the centerline of the entrance from the edge of the road with a height 
of eye of3.5 feet at the entrance to a height of object of 4.25 feel on the road. 
These are minimum requirements and are based upon passenger vehicles. Additional analysis may be 
necessary for commercial driveways with heavy truck use. 
TABLE 11.1 - MINIMUM ENTRANCE SIGHT DISTANCE 
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Minimum distances 1'i'om the centerline of the road intersection to the centerline of driveway are 
listed below in Table 11.2. 
Rur·al Subdivision Stn~et 
Collector Road 
Minor Arte1iaJ Road 
Ma.ior Arterial Road 
125' 
150' 
200' 
200' 
TABLE 11.2 - LOCATION OF ENTRANCES NEAR ROAD INTERSECTIONS 
11.2 SURFACE WIDTH 
111e minimum size entrance culvert shall be fLfl.een ( 15) inches in diameter with a minimum 
of one (I) fool cover. The county will approve culvert size. Entrance drives shall be surfaced 
from the right-of-way line to the edge ofthe pavement to a maximum surface width ofsiAteen to 
twenty four (16 - 24) feet for residential use and si;•;teen to thitty (16 - 30) feet for commercia~ 
ittdustrial, or joit1t accesses. Entrance drive widths shall be measured at the right-of-way line. 
I SECTION 12 SIGNING 
12.1 GENERAL 
Signing shall be placed in conformance with the State requirements under the Manual on 
Uniform Traffic Contro l Devices (MUTCI)) and County sign;ing requirements prior to acceptance 
of the road. 
12.2 TYPE AND LOCATION OF SIGNS 
Regulatory, waming, street and private road signs shall be placed as detennined by the 
County from the final plat for the subdivision. The number and location of signs shall be per 
County requit·ements. 
12.3 COST OF SIGNING 
ll1e developer shall deposit with the County Engineer 's Office an amount to cover the 
cost of the required signs. Signs will be furnished and placed by the County. The County on the 
basis of cost of material and an installation charge will determine the cost ofthe signit1g. Tllis 
itrlormation will be available at the County Engineer's Office and will be updated from time to 
time to renect changes in costs. 
I SECTION 13 INSPECTION AND CERTIFICATION 
13. 1 GENERAL 
Tl1e Litm County Engineer's Office shall be provided forty-eight ( 48) hours notice prior to 
required inspections of the various phases of construction. It shall be the developer's 
responsibility for aU staking of cotBtl'Uction work to be done. 
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13.2 ASSURANCE SA.i\1PLING AND INSPECTION OF PAVEMENT 
The County shall take samples of paving material~. These samples shall be used to 
detennine quality and specification compliance. Minimum samples required are: 
I) Macadam Stone- 1 for each 2000 ton 
2) Choke Stone - 1 for each I 000 ton 
3) Surface or Shoulder Stone- l for each 1000 ton 
4) H. M.A. Concrete Extraction - 1 for each 1000 ton 
5) Po1tland Cement Concrete - 1 beam fo r each 3000 sq. yds. 
6) Depth samples of all pavements - l per 1000 lineal teet of pavement. It will be the 
developer's responsibility to conduct additional depth checks to insure proper 
construction. 
lf a sample fails, additional samples may be taken at the request of the developer for an 
additional fee. Inspection fees are listed in Section 14. 
13.3 GRADING AND DRAINAGE 
The County inspector will make a visual inspection of the grading and drainage work near 
its completion. This inspection shall be documented in the project file. It is the developer's 
responsibility to verifY the geometric measurements to insure the contractor's compliance with the 
plans and specifications before paving operations begiJl. 1'11e County may require proof rolling of 
completed grade to assure adequate support for the paving operation. Proof rolling shall be done 
with a loaded tandem truck as approved by the County Engineer. 
13.4 SURF ACING INSPECTION - PAVING 
ll1e County shall inspect the paving operation and completed pavement to assure 
compliance with the plans and specifications. 
13.5 EROSION CONTROL AND SEEDING OPERATION 
TI1e County shall make a visual inspection of the erosion control and seeding operation. It 
is the developer 's responsibility to document the proper type and quantity of seed and fertilizer 
used. It is the developer's responsibility to place permanent seeding on dates shown in Table 
10.1. Permanent seeding is nonnally completed as soon after construction completion as possible. 
The road will not be accepted until the erosion control has been completed or money has been 
deposited with the County Engineer to cover the estimated cost of erosion control work. 
Construction shall confonn to the developer's approved erosion control plan. 
13.6 CORRECTIONS AND PENAI; fiES 
Roads will not be accepted into the Secondary Road System until all deficiencies are 
corrected or an appropriate penalty is paid. See the Iowa Department ofTransp01tat.ion 
specifications and instructional memorandums for procedures used to determine penalties. 
Penalty costs are li~ted in Tables 13.1, 13.2, and 13.3. 
13.7 SURVEY CORNERS 
Lot comers and section comers along road projects shall be documented. A record of 
comers and ties shall be filed with the County Engineer. 
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Asphalt Density 
Quality In dex No. 
0.36+ 
0.17 to 0.35 
0.0 to 0.16 
Penalty Cost. Per Ton 
$0.00 
$0.50 
$1.60 
Any negative Value* $2.70 
See IDOT Specification 2303.04 for quality control 
"''Ihe County Engineer may re<tuire some correction in addition to penalty in the case of 
a negative value. 
TABLE 13.1 -PENALTIES FOR DENSITY DEFICIENCY 
Asph:1lt Con tell!t 
Devia tion f1·om 
In tend ed Asphalt Con ten t(%) 
0.0 - 0.20 
0.21 - 0.40 
0.41-0.50 
0.51-0.60 
0.61-0.70 
0.71-0.80 
0.81-0.90 
0.91- 1.00 
> 1.00* 
Pen alty Cost Pe1· T on 
$0.00 
$0.10 
$0.20 
$0.40 
$0.60 
$0.90 
$1.20 
$1.60 
Note: % asphalt is based on 6.0% withoutjob mix. 
%asphalt shall be determined by tank sticking monitored by Engineer. Plant shall 
provide sufficient records to verify asphalt usage. 
*The County Engineer shall require corrective action at this value. 
TABLE 13.2- PENALTY FOR ASPHALT CONTENT DEFICIENCY 
Penalty fo r Pa,•ement Thickness on H. M.A. or P.C.C. Pa"ement 
H M A Pavement 
(Design Depth- Actual Depth) 
l /4" 
1/2" 
~ 3/4" 
P C C Pavem ent 
(Design Depth- Actual Depth) 
114" 
1/2'' 
3/4" 
Price Adjustment Per Ton 
$2.00 
$4.00 
$6.00 + con·ective action as per Engineer 
Pr ice Adjustment Per cy 
$2.50 
$5.50 
$9.00 
~ I" $13.00 + corrective action as per Engineer 
TABLE 13.3- PENALTY FOR PAVEMENT THICKi~ESS 
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I SECT ION 14 INSPECTION FEES 
14. I GENERAL 
'n1e fees shown in the following sections are intended to reimburse the County for costs of 
inspection services. The total fee is due prior to final acceptance of the road into the Secondary 
Road System. 
14.2 PLAN REVIEW 
I) 114 mile 
2) 112 mile 
3) 1mile 
4) over 1 mile 
14.3 SAMPLE INSPECTION 
1) Macadam Stone 
2) Choke Stone 
3) Surface or Shoulder Stone 
4) P.C.C. Beam 
5) H. M.A. Thickness & Density or P.C.C. Thickmess 
14.4 GRADING 
1) Field Review Earth Work 
14.5 FIELD INSPECTION 
1) Pipe Inspection - Crossroad 
2) Pipe lnspection- Stom1 
3) Tile (Other than french drain) 
4) Curb and Gutter 
5) Sur£1ce Inspection 
6) Erosion Control 
7) Acceptance of Public Road 
I SECTION 15 ACCEPTANCE AS A PUBLIC ROAD 
15.1 GENERAL 
$ 100.00 
$ 126.40 
$ 152.80 
$ 140.00 + 0.021ft. 
$ 40.00 I 2000 ton 
$ 40.00 I 1000 ton 
$ 40.00 I 1000 ton 
$ 10.00 I 3000 s.y. 
$ 50.00 I 1000 l.f 
$ 100.00 I project 
$ 1.10 I !.f. 
$ 0.30 I I. f. 
$ 0.05 I l.f: 
$ 0.50 11.[ 
$ 1.20 I J.f: 
$ 50.00 I project 
$100.00 I project 
When the developer has completed all County requirements and has submitted all 
documentation and certifications required, he shall request in writing to the Board of Supervisors 
that the County accept the streets into the Lim1 County Secondary Road System. ·n1e deposit of 
$100.00 with the County Engineer's Olftce for the acceptance fee and filing fo ur ( 4) year 
maintenance bond for the facility completes the developer's requirements. The County Engineer 
shall issue a Certificate of Completion when all work has been inspected and approved, noting any 
special conditions or items that may be delayed. Delay of erosion control work is one such item. 
The Certificate of Completion shall be notice to the developer that the resolution of acceptance of 
the road by the Board of Supervisors is prepared and under consideration. 
If the developer has filed an escrow account with the County, he may request that 
sufficient fi.mds be released by the County Engineer to pay any and all claims for labor or materials 
furnished to the project. It shall be lhe developer's responsibility to furnish to the County 
Engineer a "Waiver of Lien" form Jiorn contractors, suppliers and engineers lhat he has hired 
before funds are released. Upon completion and acceptance of the road and payment of all 
fees the County Engineer shall forward the resolution of acceptance to the Board of Supervisors 
for fmal passage. 
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I SECTION 16 OTHER PROVISIONS 
16.1 EFFECTIVE DATE 
These specifications shall become effective upon their approval by the Board of 
Supervisors. They shall pertain to all proposed road constmction for which constmction plans 
have not been approved as of the date of the adopting resolution. 
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NORMAL 66' R.O.W. 
lO'CLI!ARZONI! 30'PAVBMENT L 1s· 1·--------=------1 
ROADSIDE 
(width varies) 
l'llARTII SROutDI!R 
TOBESBEDED 
*TRENCH TREATMENT- 6" MACADAM STONE (STATE SPECIFICATIONS) 
FIGURE 1. TYPICAL MINIMUM P.C.C. PAVEMENT- OPEN DITCH SECTION 
ROADSIDE 
(widib varie~) 
l '-1" 
l '-6" 
NORMAL 66' R.O.W. 
31'PAVEMENT 
15'-6" 
7" P.C.C. PAVEMENT Wl1H P.C.C. CURB SECTION 
CLl!AR 
ZONE 
10' 
PERFORATED DRAIN 
TREATMENT- 6" MACADAM STONE (STATE SPECIFICATIONS) 
FIGURE 2. TYPICAL :MINIMUM P.C.C. PAVEMENT- CLOSED DITCH SECTION 
NOTES: • TRENCH TREATMENT SHALL BE REQUIRED 
FOR ALL CUT AREAS 2' OR GREATER 
IN DEPTH OF CUT. 
** 1.5'DEPTHx !'WIDTH 
•n MA THRIAL SHALL BE APPROVED BY 
THE LINN COUNTY ENGINEER PRIOR 
TO USE. 
COUNTY STANDARD 
SPECIFICATIONS 
LINN COUNTY, IOWA 
revt!llon oate: /\IIlli 'PNl 
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NORMAL66' R.O.W. 
lO'CLBARZONE ROADSIDE 
6" HOT MIX ASPHALT 
- 2" HMA {IM ESAL~ SURFACE COURSE, 1/2" MIX 
- 2" HMA IM ESAL INTERMEDIATE COURSE, 1/2" MIX 
- 2" HMA I M BSAL BASE COURSE, 3/4" MIX 
S"CHOKESTONECLASSA 
8" MACADAM STONE (STATE SPECJFfCATIONS) 
'"TRENCH TREATMENT- 6" MACADAM STONE (STATE SPECIFICATIONS) 
FIGURE 3. TYPICALMINTMUM H. M.A. PAVEMENT, MACADAM STONE BASE- OPEN DITCH SECTION 
NORMAL 66' R.O.W. 
3l'PAVEMENT 
HOT MIX ASPHALT 
- 2" HMA IM ESAL INTERMEDIATE COURSE, 1/2" MIX 
- 2" HMA ~1M ESAL~ SURFACE COURSE, 1/2" MIX 
-2"HMA !MESAL BASECOURSE,3/4"MIX 
CHOKE STONE CLASS A 
MACADAM STONE (STATE SPECIFICATIONS) 
'"TRENCH TREATMENT- 6" MACADAM STONE (STATE SPECIFICATIONS) 
FIGURE 4. TYPICAL MINIMUM H.M.A. PA YEMENT, MACADAM STONE BASE- CLOSED DITCH SECTION 
NOTES: *TRENCH TREATMENT SHALL BE REQUIRED 
FOR ALL CUT AREAS 2' OR GREATER 
IN DEPTH OF CUT. 
••t.S'DEPTIIx l'WIDTII 
***MATERIAL SHALL BE APPROVED BY 
UIE LINN COUNTY ENGINEER PRIOR 
TO USE. 
COUNTY STANDARD 
SPECIFICATIONS 
LINN COUNTY, IOWA 
rovisioo date; April 2007 
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NORMAL 66' R.O.W. 
ROADSIDE 
(width varies) 
12' 'EARm SHOULDER TO Bl! Sl!EDED 
8" HOT MIX ASPHALT 
- 2" HMA {lM ESAL) SURFACE COURSE, 112" MIX 
- 3" HMA (1M ESAL) INTERMEDIATE COURSE, 1/2" MIX 
- 3" HMA (lM ESAL) BASE COURSE, 3/4" MIX 
ROLLED STONE BASE 
TREATMENT- 6" MACADAM STONE (STATE SPECIFICATIONS) 
FIGURE 5. TYPICAL MINIMUM H.M.A. PAVEMENT, ROLLED STONE BASE- OPEN DITCH SECTION 
NORMAL 66' R.O.W. 
31' PAVEMENT 
8" HOT MIX ASPHALT 
- 2" HMA (lM ESAL) SURFACE COURSE, 112" MIX 
- 3" HMA (lM ESAL) INTERMEDIATE COURSE, 112" MIX 
- 3" HMA {1M ESAL) BASE COURSE, 3/4" MIX 
5" ROLLED STONE BASE 
•TRENCH TRBA TMENT- 6" MACADAM STONE (STATE SPECIFICATIONS) 
FIGURE 6. TYPICAL MINIMUM H.MA. PAVEMENT, ROLLED STONE BASE - CLOSED DITCH SECTION 
NOTES: • TRENCH TREATMENT SHALL BE REQUIRED 
FOR ALL CUT AREAS 2' OR GREATER 
IN DEPTH OF CUT. 
•• 1.5' DEPTH X 1 I WIDTH 
••• MATERIAL SHALL BE APPROVED BY 
TIIE LINN COUNTY ENGINEER PRIOR 
TO USE. 
COUNTY STANDARD 
SPECIFICATIONS 
LINN COUNTY, IOWA 
mrisioo dale: April2007 
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TYPiCAL 50' R.O.w .•••• 
22' PAVEMENT ROADSIDE 
(width varies) 
8" P.C.C. PAVEMENT 
•TRENCH TREATMENT· 6" MACADAM STONE (STATE SPECIFICATIONS) 
FIGURE 7. CONSERVATION SUBDIVISION: TYPICAL MINIMUM P.C.C. PAVEMENT- OPEN DITCH SECTION 
TYPICAL 50' R.O.w.•u• 
24' PA VBMBNT 
12' 
1'-6" 
8" P.C.C. PAVEMENT WITH P.C.C. CURB SECTION 
CLEAR 
ZONE 
10' 
'-4• PERFORATED DRAIN 
*TRENCH TREATMENT- 6" MACADAM STONE (STATE SPECIFICATIONS) 
FIGURE 8. CONSERVATION SUBDIVISION: TYPICAL MINIMUM P.C.C. PAVEMENT- CLOSED DITCH SECTION 
NOTE: • TRENCH TREATMENT SHALL BE REQUIRED 
FOR ALL CUT AREAS 2' OR GREATER 
IN DEPTII OF CUT. 
**l.S' DEPT!I x 1' WIDTII 
••• MATERIAL SHALL BE APPROVED BY 
THE LINN COUNTY ENGINEER PRIOR 
TO USE. 
****VARIANCES MAY BE SUBMITTED IN WRITING 
TO LINN COUNTY ENGINEER & WILL BE 
INDMDUALLY REVtEWED. 
COUNTY STANDARD 
SPECIFICATIONS 
LINN COUNTY, IOWA 
reYUIIOil date: Aoril2007 
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TYPICAL 50' R.O. W. •••• 
22' PA VBMENT 
11' 
3' 
9" HOT MIX ASPHALT 
ROADSIDB 
(width Vllrim) 
I' .EARTH SHOULDER 
TOBl!SEBD£0 
.1_'1 
• 2" HMA ~tM BSAL~ SURFACE COURSF., 1/2" MIX 
-3"HMA !MESAL IN'IERMEDIATECOURSE 112"MIX 
- 4" HMA IM ESAL BASE COURSE, 3/4" MIX ' 
s• CHOKE STONE CLASS A 
8" MACADAM STONE (STATE SPECIFICATIONS) 
"TRENCH TREATMENT- 6" MACADAM STONE (STATE SPECIFICATIONS) 
FIGURE 9. CONSERVATION SUBDIVISION: TYPICAL MINIMUM H.M.A. PAVEMENT- OPEN DITCH SECTION 
TYPICAL SO' R..O.w.•••• 
24' PA VJlM:ENT 
10' 
HOT MIX ASPHALT 
-2" HMA~IMESAL~StJRFACBCOURSI!, 1/2"MTX 
-3"HMA !MESAL INTBR.MEDIATECOURSE,l/2"MfX 
-4"HMA IMESAL BASECOURSE,3/4"MIX 
MACADAM STONE (STATE SPECIFICATIONS) 
•TRENCH TREATMENT- 6" MACADAM STONE (STATE SPECIFICATIONS) 
FIGURE 10. CONSERVATION SUBDIVISION: TYPICAL MINIMUM H.M.A. PAVEMENT- CLOSED DITCH SECTION 
NOTE: • TRENCH TREATMENT SHALL BE REQUIRED 
FORALLCUT AREAS2' 0RGREATER 
IN DEPTH OF CUT. 
•• 1.5' DEPTH x 1' WIDTH 
••• MATERIAL SHALL BE APPROVED BY 
TilE LINN COUNTY ENGINEER PRIOR 
TO USE. 
•••• VARIANCES MAY BE SUBMITTED IN WRITING 
TO LINN COUNTY ENGINEER & WILL BE 
INDIVIDUALLY REVIEWED. 
COUNTY STANDARD 
SPECITICATIONS 
LINN COUNTY, IOWA 
n:vUnoo d.Jdc: Aplil 2Wl 
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PROPERTY LINE 
4' : l 15' lr- ----- ---- --,1 
1: 
II 1· 
f+.--=... 
25' ~---------62_' ________ ~1~ 
11.55' 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I. 
I 
I 
4' I 22' 
~ 
66'R.O.W. 
/ ( 
I 
I 4' 
r-
1: 
II ) : // I 
I 
' 
' I 
.I 
FIGURE 11. TYPICAL MINIMUM HAMMERHEAD 
I 
I 
I 
I 
\ 
/ 
/ 
I 
\ 
\ 
"' 
-----
/~~ 1 
I r I 
I I 
I 
I 
6&R.O.W. 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I r 
I 
FIGURE 12. TYPICAL MINIMUM CUL-DE-SAC 
COUNTY STANDARD 
SPECIFICATIONS 
LINN COUNTY, IOWA 
IeVJsion elate: Apri 11XY1 
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a 
5' 
f--r<r 10' 
10' <. 
I 
I 
D 
\C CY 
FIGURE 13. ASYMMETRIC (PREFERRED) CUL-DE-SAC LAYOUT AND JOINT LOCATIONS 
COUNTY STANDARD 
SPECIFICATIONS 
LINN COUNTY, IOWA 
--:Apri12007 
I 
\ 
/ ~ 
~ 5' 
--;a'"""" 10' 
10' < 
J 
/ I 
D 
"'- v 
FIGURE 14. CUL-DE-SAC LAYOUT AND JOINT LOCATIONS 
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0 g ~~~; ~ 
A 1· ·1 
1 
4' 22' 
66'R.O.W. 
TYPICAL 
4' 
CLOSED SECITON 
75' FOR INTERSECTIONS MAJOR ARTERIAL ROAD 
RADIUS= 50' FOR INTERSECTIONS MINOR ARTERIAL ROAD 
35' FOR INTERSECTIONS AND FOR OTHER ROAD CLASSIFICATIONS 
OPEN SECTION 
75' FOR INTERSECTIONS MAJOR ARTERIAL ROAD 
RADnJS= 50' FOR INTERSECTIONS MINOR ARTERIAL ROAD 
35' FOR INTERSECTIONS AND FOR OTIIER ROAD CLASSIFICATIONS 
FIGURE 15. TYPICAL MINIMUM INTERSECTION REQUIREMENTS 
DAYLIGHT CORNERS MINIMUM (A) 
MAJOR ARTERIAL: 80 FEET 
MINOR ARTERIAL: 50 FEET 
COLLECTOR: 30 FEET 
RURAL SUBDIVISION STREETS: 25 FEET 
COUNTY STANDARD 
SPECIFICATIONS 
LINN COUNTY, IOWA 
reviSion c~a~c: Apri12007 
'""C 
~ 
N 
N 
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24"-30" 
3% 
"-
6• SLOPE TO MATCH FORM EXISTING ROAD GRADEI----I-- t:-....;.._.....:.-..,.;;;,._~-==. :;.::, ,:;;-. -::-.. :-:-. -:--- _f!' .. ~--, 
ELEV. ·· -~- •·· ·. • 
varies• . -~· • "' ~ • ··~. . <II <1. •• • ·., 4 .. .. 
~ L_~··~-~- ~·--~~~~--~,~~·~-~ 
NOTE: ALL RADU TO BE 3" 
FIGURE 16. TYPICAL 6" P.C.C. CURB 
24"-30" 
10" 
3% 
4" FORM 
GRADEf----+-
SLOPE TO MATCH 
EXISTING ROAD 
ELEV. 
• '0; 
4 • : · •. 
.. . . "· A ' · "• : . . · 4 • • • 
. <I 4 . 
·.4 . 
." 
NOTE: ALL RADU TO BE 3" 
FIGURE 17. TYPICAL 4" P.C.C. MOUNTABLE CURB 
NOTES: 0 IF ADJACENT PAVEMENT IS P.C.C., APRON DEPTH 
SHALL EQUAL PAVEMENT DEPTH. IF ADJACENT 
PAVEMENT IS H.M.A., APRON DEPTH SHALL BE 
THE GREATER OF PAVEMENT DEPTH OR 8". 
COUNTY STANDARD 
SPECIFICATIONS 
LINN COUNTY, IOWA 
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24 
NOTES 
1. COMBINATION RAMP: IF NORMAL SIDEWALK ELEVATION CANNOT BE ACHIEVED WITH RAMP BETWEEN 
STREET & LANDING DUE TO LIMITED RAMP LENGTH, A COMBINATION RAMP MUST BE PROVIDED TO 
MAKE UP THE ELEVATION DIFFERENCE. THE lENGTH OF PARAlLEL RAMP MAY VARY: HOWEVER • IT 
SHALL NOT BE REQUIRED TO EXCEED 15', RECAADLESS OF THE RESULTING SLOPE. 
2. UNLESS CURB RAMP IS ALIGNED PERPENDICULAR TO THE STREET RADIUS, AN AREA OF SPECIAL 
SHAPING MUST BE PROVIDED AT lHE BOTTOM OF THE RAMP. THIS AREA SHAlL ALLOW THE GRADE 
BREAK AT THE BOTTOM Of THE RAMP TO BE PERPENDICULAR TO THE RAAlP AND SHALL PROVIDE A 
SMOOTH TRANSITION TO THE GUTTERLINE FOR WHEElCHAIR ACCESS. NO CURB LIP ALLOWED IN THIS 
AREA. MAXIMUM CROSS SLOPE SHALL BE 2%. 
;>. PROVIDE At EXPANSION JOINT AT lHE BACK OF CURB. WHEN SPECIFIED. PROVIDE KT- 2 OR BT- J 
JOINT BETWEEN THE SIDEWAlK RAMP AND STREET PAVEMENT AND PLACE r EXPANSION JOINT AT THE 
TOP OF THE RAMP. 
4. PROVIDE 24" WlOlH DETECTABLE WARNING ACROSS FUUL WIDTH OF RAMP. DETECTABLE WARNINGS 
SHALL BE SET SACK 6""-8" FROM THE BOTTOM OF RAMP. DETECTABLE WARNING SHALL BE FORMED IN 
FRESH, INTEGRALLY COLORED CONCRETE OR CONCRETE COLORED WITH A "DRY SHAKE:" STAIN. (RAMP 
AREA OUTSIDE OF DETECTABLE \YARNING SHALL NOT BE COLORED). DETECTABLE WARNING SURFACES 
SHALL CONTRAST VISUAULY WITH THE AOJCENT WALKING SURFACES EITHER LIGHT ON DARK OR DARK 
ON LIGHT. 
;,. PLACE 4" PCC IN AREA BETWEEN SIDEWALKS. 
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Maximum change of grade 
from curb romp to street 
cross slope shall be 13%. 
Place f' Expansion Joint 
Page25 
Detectable Worning Areo 
SECTION A-A 
(RAMP PROFILE) 
DETAI L A 
4·- a· MIN. 
Place t Expon ion Joint 
Toper end of curb 
to match gutterline 
at edge of sidewalk. 
1 
(END OF CURB TAPER) 
Pavement 
Install f' expansion joint 
ol bock of curb line 
2'-o" :;·-o· 
Detectable Warning shall be formed in fresh 
integra lly colored concrete or concrete colored 
with a "dry shake" stain. (Romp area outside 
of detectable warning shall not be colored) . 
-. 
I q 
12:1 MAX . SLOPE 
DETECTABLE WARN ING AREA DETAIL 
Rt VISION DATE: Apr;l 2007 FIGURE 19. SIDEWALK RAMP DETAIL WITHIN INTERSECTI ON RADIUS COUNTY STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS 
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36" l ong Rdnf. 
At 30' Center• 
Page 26 
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fiGURE 20. TRANSVERSE AND LONGITUDINAL JOINTS I COUNTY STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS I 
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RESOLUTION 
~Dct-t -4 - 53 
VI.TIBREAS, the Linn County "Standard Specifications, Design Criteria and Construction 
Specifications for Rural Subdivision Improvements" adopted in 1988 and last amended March 2, 2005 
has been analyzed and amended by the Linn County Engineer, and 
WHEREAS, the Linn County Board of Supenrisors have reviewed and approved the amended "County 
Standard Specifications" and 
WHEREAS, the new specifications and fees shall apply to all developments that are approved 
after ~.0.U d.ppt\J unless an approved prellminmy plat has been filed. 
NOW THEREFORE BB lT RESOLVED that the Linn County "County Standard Specifications" as 
amended are hereby adopted and that t~e Linn County Engineer is authorized to collect the fees set forth 
in Section 14. 
Moved by Supervisor __ yk~"""''"'· ""l{{..td."""'~J.,__ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ 
Seconded by Supervisor --'~"--"~o"""''*1..,."'b:l..L=-- -----
that the above resolution be adopted this s:G)fb day of_ c.A:h.I-P-.i:A-" ~ .... f..._ _ _ _., 200l by a vote of 
3._ aye _D uay and~ abstain. 
ATIEST: 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
LINN COUNTY,lOWA 
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Linn County Secondary Road Department Platting Conditions 
Tbe Linn County Secondary Road Depattrnent determines wbether the road system is adequate for tbe 
needs of the proposed development and what system improvement is necessary to meet t11e 
developmeot needs. Tbe overall task is to protect the taxpayer's interest in tJ1e secondary road system 
and its efficiency, while allowing growth. 
This is a general guideline to explain what and why Secondary Road conditions are placed on typical 
developments during t11e platting process. Development conditions are addressed on a case by case 
basis and genera lly require a discussioo betweeo the Secondruy Road Department and the developer to 
create a road agreement to address the development needs. 
Conditions placed upon development cases include, but are not limited to, the following: 
Section 1. Access 
Section 2. Road Right-of-Way 
Section 3. Afiect. of Use on Structure and Efficiency of Existing Road System 
Section 4. Obstructions Within the Road Right-of-Way 
Section 5. R oad Design 
Table 1, below, illustrates the types of conditions required for typical developments. 
Type of Development Entrance Signing Dodlcatlon of ' Road Ag reement Construct Roads as Permit E·911 Streot Signs Rlght·Of·Way Road Tree per County Standard Specs. 
Residential Parcal Split X X X X 
MinOf Subdivision, 3 lots Of less X X X X X 
MajOf Subdivision, 4 lots Of more X X X X X X 
MinOf Boundal)' Change X X X X 
MinOf Site Plan X X X X X X X 
Preliminary Plat X 
Final Plat X X X X X X X 
Cluster/Conservation Subdivision X X X X X X X 
Rural Village Extension Development X X X X X X X 
Conditional Use Permit X X X X X 
Variance X X 
Rezoning X X X 
TABLE 1: CONDITIONS FOR TYPICAL DEVELOPMENT CASES 
*A road agreement is a signed and recorded docmnent between the developer and U1e Linn County Secondary Road 
Department. Road a&>reements generally include responsibilities for the developer regarding road participation, trees 
1md obstructions wiUun the right-of-way, access issues, and dust control. See Sections 2, 3 & 4 for more information 
on road agreements. 
Section 1. Access 
Access is the responsibility of the developer/owner. 
Parcels are general ly a llowed one access point.. With proper justification, a second access may be 
approved. Examples of justificatioo for a second entraoce include the fo llowing: 
Waterways that divide a property 
Locatioo of septjc systems 
Layout of buildings 
Land use 
Page 1 revised March2008 
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Most secondary roads were not constructed to serve as residential streets or commercia.! access. 
Generally, the developer is expected to const111ct roads within the propetty to serve the lots created. 
Const111cting lots along county roads other than subdivision sh-eets is discouraged. TI1is development 
process is cal led stripping and is contrary to county platting regulations. 
Location and approval for all accesses is limited by the classification of the road and the configuration 
of the parcel. Access requirements or restrictions may be included in a road agreement 
Existing entrances shall be checked for compliance with County Standards. Tbe fie ld check iocludes 
drainage, side slopes, sight distance, distance from intersections and other entrlmces, obstructions or 
headwalls, surfacing, and munber of accesses .. An entJ·ance pennit is required if the driveway needs to 
be modified. The pemlit states what is required to bring the entJ·ru1ce to County Standards. 
Section 2. Road Right-of-Way 
Dedication of road right-of-way is required for most cases. Right-of~ way is defined as the full extent of 
land acquired for road purposes, whether by deed, easement, statute, patent, cotut order, or prescriptive 
use. 
'Ibe amount of right-of-way to be dedicated is determined by the FOad classification, topography, future 
project needs, road ali&'llJUent, etc. The development process offers the opportunity to cure drainage 
issues, obstructions, and design needs. 
A general guideline used to deternline the minimum amount of right-of~ way required for various road 
classifications is shown below in Table 2. Road classification definitions may be found in the County 
Standard Specifications. Additional right-of-way may be needed because of ten·ain or drainage 
stJ·ucttu-es. Encroaclm1ents or easements may be required to accommodate utilities or blend the 
development to the roadway beyond the tight-of-way. 
ROAD MINIMUM R.O.W. REQUffiED 
CLASSIFICATION EACH SIDE OF CENTERLINE 
Major Arterial Road 60ft. 
Minor Arterial Road 50 ft. 
Collector Road 40ft. 
Rural Subdivision Street 33ft. 
Private Road 33ft. 
Private Lane 20ft. 
Table 2 - Mlnhnum Right-of-Way Widths 
Daylight corners are to be dedicated as road right-of-way for parcels at road intersections. Minimum 
daylight corners are shown in Figure 1, page 3. 'I11ese are provided to improve sight distance and 
drainage at intersections. 
Page 2 revised March2008 
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" 0 .
r--A -j 
DAYL.IOHTCORNERS MINIMUM CAl 
MAJOR. ARnRIA'-" &0 FeeT 
MfiOR. AR'T1:·R1AL: SO Fc.ET 
COLLECTOR:: lO FEET 
RURAL SUBDIVISION STREETS: 1$ fEST' 
R.O,W 
Fi~?,ure 1: Minimum DayUght. Corners 
Section 3. Affect of Use on Structure and Efficiency of Existing Road Svstem 
Depending on !he type of development, !he Linn County Engineer will determine !he suitability of !he 
secondary road to serve !he needs of !he development. The amount of improvement and developer 
participation will depend on the overall affect of !he use on !he road system. 
Once the amount of patticipation is detennine-d, a road agreement will be drafted for review and sent to 
the developer. The developer may contact the Secondary Road Deprutment regarding questions about 
tJ1e road agreement. After payment for the road agreement or establ isbment of an escrow account, t11e 
Secondary Road Department will schedule !he improvements specified in !he road agreement. 
111e amount and type of traffic generated by a development determines the level of participation. Level 
and type of participation is in accordance with road needs and traf fic. 
1be Linn County Engineer uses !he following guidelines for the type of surfacing versus traffic count. 
Traffic Cow1t (AADTI* 
Up to 199 
200 to399 
400 to 699 
700 and Above 
Surfacing 
Gravel - Rock Base 
Sealcoat or Safety Ch!Oiide 
Sealcoat 
FuJI-Depth Pavement (asphalt or concrete) 
*Annual average daily traffic is the total volume of vehicle traffic in both directions of a road for a year 
divided by 365 days. Traffic counts are based on the latest Iowa Department of Transportation (!DOT) 
count which is upd<Ited every four years a.ncl represents A.A.D.1: based upon traffic engineering 
principles and spot field information. 
Traffic generation of a development is based upon intended use. Residential use is expected to generate 
8-10 vehicles per day. Commercial use is expected to generate I 0 veb/day or more based upon traffic 
engineering guidelines. Developments !hat generate a very low (10 vpd or less) arnount of traffic will 
have a level of patticipation shown below in Table 3. This level of participation mitigates the affect of 
the access use on the secondary road surfacing atJd access control needs. It requires that the road 
accessed is structurally adequate, geometrically adequate atJd drained properly. 
Page 3 revised March2008 
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Existing Road Type of 
S ur1ace Participation Minimum Cost 
Rock annual dust control at entrance+ 3" rock{300' min.} $225/year + $3.00/ft {$900)_ 
Seal Coat single seal coat at entrance (500' min.) $2.50/ft or $1 ,250 
Pavement 3" overlay (aspha lt) at entrance (1 00' min} $15.00/ft or $ 1,500 
Table 3: For Very Low Traffic (10 vpd or less) Levels of Pa rticipation 
Developments with 2 to 5 lots generate a (20 to 50 veh!day) low amount of traffic and will have a level 
of participation shown below in Table 4. 
Existing Road Type of 
Sur1ace Participation Minimum Cost 
Rock annual dus t control + 6" rock (frontage or 600' min.) $450/year + $6.00/lt ($3,600) 
Seal Coat double seal (frontage or 900' min.) $5.00/ft or $4,500 
Pavement 3" overlay {asphaltl at entrance{ 300' min.} $15.00/ft or $4,500 
fabl e 4: Levels of Participation for Low fratllc (20.50 vpd) 
Developments with 10 to 15 lots generate a moderate (100 to 150 vehlday) amount of traffic will have a 
level of participation. Developments with 10 to 15 buildable lots fall into this category. Examples of 
higher levels of participation are shown below in Table 5. 
Exis ting Road Type of 
Surface Participation Minimum Cost 
Rock double seal coat w/tack frontage+ 6" rock (1 500' minj $ 13.00/ft or $19,500 
Seal Coat 2" overlay (asphalt) ( 1 ,500' min.) $ 13.50/ft or $20,250 
Pavement 4" overlay (asphalt) frontage ( 1,000' min.) $20.00/ft or $20,000 
-Table !1: Levels of Participation for Moderate Traffi c (100-150 vpd) 
Developments witl1 25 or more buildable lots or businesses tJ1at geoerate a b igh level of traffic (min. 
250 veb/day) bave a level of partic ipatioo sbown below in Table 6. 
Existing Road Type of 
Surface Participation Minimum Cost 
Rock 
Seal Coat 
Pavement 
double seal coat w/tack + 10" rock base+ distance to hard surfaced road (2 ,500' tvP.) $17.00/ft or $52,500 
3.5" overlay (asphatt) frontage (2,500' min.) $ 17.50/ft or $43,750 
4" overlay (asphalt) frontage (2,500' min.) $20.00/ft or $50,000 
-f able 6: Levels of Participation for High fraffic (2!10 vpd min.) 
All estirnaLed (minimum) costs in Tables 3 lhrough 6 are based on current (2007) costs for consLruction. 
Each development is tmique and the information shall be used for budget purposes only. 
Type and volume ofLraffic are not the only factors to be accounted for in determining needed road 
improvements for a development. The volume of Lraffic on the intersected secondary road may 
influence lhe improvements needed. 
'Ib e Cotmty may require lhe developer to provide traffic analysis to determine the need for traffic 
signals, tum Janes, additional si&'lls, and other traffic controls deemed appropriate. 
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Section 4. Obstructions Within the Road Right-o f-Way 
An obstruction is described as a structure, growth, or other object or material placed/planted within the 
road right-of-way tJ1at impedes drainage, obsuucts visibility of drivers, increases the risk of injury 
during co((jsions witJ1 the object, or interferes witJ1 normal road maintenance activities. 
Typical obstructions include, but are not limited to, the following items: 
Trees, sluubs, bushes 
Headwalls 
Fence 
Agricultural Crops 
Landscaping 
Stones or rocks ~ 6") 
Railroad Ties 
Buildings 
on-conforming mailboxes 
Bridges or walkways over ditches 
Wells 
Signs on non-break-away supports 
Stairs 
Obstructions are generally not allowed within the road right-of-way. All obstructions within the clear 
zone (typically 10' from edge of road) are to be removed. A road agreement gives the propeny owner 
the option to take responsibility for obstructions outside the clear zone or allows the Councy to remove 
the obstructions. If the owner takes responsibility, the obstructions may remain at their current 
locations until the obstJuction is in need of extensive repair or replacement. At such time, the 
obstruction shall be removed from the County right-of-way at the propetty owner's expense. 
A work within the right-of-way permit is required for the property owner to perform work within the 
County road right-of-way. 1be permit is required prior to the w01rk commencing. 
Section 5. Road Design 
Road design information is included in the County Standard Specifications. 
For new developments (minor subdivision) a private lane may serve as access for up to three lots. If 
four or more lots (major subdivision) are to be accessed the subdivision road must be built per Cotmty 
Standard Specifications. 
Whether private or public, the subdivision road must be built to County Standard Specifications or a 
minor variance may be requested, justified and granted in writing prior to construction. When the 
development street varies si&'llificantly fi·om the County standards, is justified by the developer and is 
allowed by the County Engineer, the street will remain private and will not be accepted into the 
Secondary Road system Private street signs (white letter on red) and caution signs will be placed at the 
owner's expense to clearly indicate the private street AU design variance-s must be submitted to the 
Linn Councy Engineer and approved prior to constmction. 
The maximum length for a public road that ends in a cul-de-sac is 600' measured from the center of the 
cul-de-sac to the centerline of the nearest intersection. Any road segment beyond 600' shall not be 
accepted by the County until the subdivision street system is completed and the dead end condition 
eliminated. 
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APPENDIX G. WTG CONFIGURATION SPECIFICATIONS FOR FIELD/SITE 
INBOUND/OUTBOUND TRANSPORTATION, CLIPPER TURBINE WORKS, INC.    
 
WTG Component Transportation 
Configuration Specifications 
Subject Matter Expert(s) Change Summary 
Kathy Hyman 
Steve Chaffee 
Ruy Lima 
Josh Kissinger 
Updated converter platform shipping dimensions. 
IMPORTANT SAFETY INFORMATION 
Personnel wor1<ing in or on a Clipper turbine, project or facility must follow all applicable Clipper 
and Project Owner Environmental Health and Safety policies without fail. All personnel must 
also hold a Clipper Environmental Health and Safety certification or have a Permission to Work 
Verification on file with the project owner and /or Clipper Windpower prior to accessing any 
equipment on site. 
A CAUTION 
Adhere to all Clipper Environmental Health and Safety policies without fail, including the 
use of personal protective equipment during the performance of procedures outlined in 
this document and whenever applicable. 
RECOGNIZE SAFETY SYMBOLS, WORDS, AND LABELS 
DANGER-Immediate hazards which WILL result in severe personal injury or death if policies 
and procedures are not strictly adhered to. 
A WARNING II 
WARNING-Hazards or unsafe practices which COULD result in severe personal injury or 
death. 
A CAUTION 
CAUTION-Hazards or unsafe practices which COULD result in minor personal injury or 
product or property damage. 
Copyright Copyright © 2007 by Clipper Windpower, Inc. 
Clipper 2. 5 Seri es Wi nd Turbi ne 
DC-018748-01 Rev F 
Date o f Submi s s ion : 6/9/2008 
WTG Component Transportation Configuration Specifications 
IDC-018748-01 Rev Fl 
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GENERAL PROVISIONS 
~  
Clipper· 
PU"poseand 
Scope 
co....,onent 
List 
Safety 
The purpose ofthis document is to provide recommended configuration 
specifications for field/site inbound/outbound transportation. The v-.eights and 
dimensions in this document are representative ofthe maximums encountered to 
date. Weights and dimensions are subject to variations due to them anufaduring 
process. Information specific to individual part numbers can be requested by 
contacting Clipper. 
Note: .AJI draWngs and pictures are tor reference use only. 
• Pov-.er Distribution Panel (PDP) 
• ICDLP wth (2 ea.) Inverter/Converter Cabinets 
• 80M Hub Height 4 section toV\er Wth Service Li1t and stairs 
• Machine Base Assembly wth Jib Crane I Rollup Door 
• Gearbox Assembly Wthf'..A.ahout Generators 
• Nacelle/Spinner Fiberglass Kits 
• C-93/C -96 Hub 
• C-93/C -96 Blades 
• Hardware Container 
Personnel working on a Clipper turbine or project must follow all applicable Clipper 
and Project OWlerEnvironmental Health and Satetypolides. All personnel must 
also hold a Clipper Environmental Health and Safety certification or have Penn ission 
to Work Verification on file 'Y\(th the project OWler and /or Clipper V\llndpov-.er prior to 
accessing any equipment on site. 
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Power Distribution Panel (PDP) 
Load 10 Load.O 1 (POP) 
Shipping As necessary 
Requirements 
Transportation Standard Flatbed Trailer 
Configuration 
Options 
Basic 
Configuration -
multiple units 
with staying 
area 
Reference 
Illustration 
14 units (maximum) per 53 ft. Ira iler 
1 0 units (maximum) per 48 ft. trailer 
Flatbed 48' & 53' with Sliding Rear Axle 
t------ 4S'(t4153Qt:11or!RH6t-5an) 
I 
WfG Component Transportation Configuration Specifications 
loc-o 187 48-D 1 Rev Fl 
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Hardware Container 
Load ID Load~2 (HWC) 
Transportation 40ft.- Standard Container 
Configuration Standard Flalbed 
Turbine 
Assembly 
Hardware Kits 
WfG Component Transportation Configuration Specifications 
loc-o 1 87 48-01 Rev Fl 
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Chpper 
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In Tower Converter Door Level Platfonn (COP) with Cable 
Trays 
LoadiD 
Transportation 
Configuration 
Options 
Load.03 (CD P) 
Sian da rd Flalb ed Trailer 
4 units per truck Basic 
Configuration 
~M"·•..,.iMi!W!ll-!'W*·NW•, 12.5 12.5 26 7000 
Shipping 
Requirements 
Reference 
Illustration Flarbed 48' & 53' with Sliding Rear Axle 
I G 
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Converters 
Load 10 Load~ (CON) 
Transportation Step Deck Trailer 
Configuration 
Options 
Basic 2 set per truck (1 set= 2 converter cabinets, 1 fan assembly) 
Configuration 
Xantrex 
I Converter without Fans 
f""XMtrex I Converter with 
Fans Attached 
Shipping 
Requirements 
Reference 
Illustration 
• Ships inside High Top 40ft. Container 
• Requires a crane to unload from truck 
• Pallet jack required for removal from container 
Xantrex Converters 
Converter with 
Fans Allached 
:Ll. 
-~ 
•••••• t- w "' 
Drop Deck 2 Axle Spread 
WTG Component Transportation Configuration Specifications 
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Chpper 
Cooverter without 
Fans Attached 
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Converters, continued 
LoadiD 
Transportation 
Configuration 
Options 
Basic 
Configuration 
Magnetek 
Converter 
Shipping 
Requirements 
Reference 
Illustration 
Load-04 (CON) 
Step Deck Trailer 
2 set per truck (1 set= 2 converter cabinets) 
• Requires a crane to unload from truck 
• Pallet jack required for removal from container 
Magnatek Converter 
Drop Decl< 2 Axle Spread 
WfG Component Transportation Configuration Specifications 
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r.~ 
~  
Clipper 
Tower Base Assembly 
Load ID Load-05 (TBA) 
Transportation 
Configuration 
Options 
• Double Schnabel with Steer able Dolly (Air Ride only) 
• Single Front Schnabel with Load Bundle Dolly (Air Ride only) 
• Multiple Axle High Tonnage Double Drop (Air Ride only) 
• High Tonnage Double Drop Expandable (Floor Deck) (Air Ride only) 
Basic Configuration 
Tower 
Type 
80m 
Standard 
80m 
Seismic 
Shipping 
Requirements 
Reference 
Illustration 
Overall Overall Outer Outer Outer Outer Tower 
Length Length (in) diameter diameter diameter diameter Weight 
(mm) top flange top flange bottom bottom (kg) 
(mm) (in) flange flange 
(mm) (in) 
10000 394 4150 163 4420 174 48920 
10000 394 4150 163 4420 174 53419 
• All transport configurations must be padded to protect tower against damage to 
Tower Shell and Tower external paint. 
• All non-Schnabel tower configurations require a crane to unload, while Schnabel's 
do not. 
• All tower section ends must be ship covered and braced 
(see DC-018540-xx and DC-016496-xx). 
• All Schnabel configurations require at least 8 connection points to the tower 
flange, encompassing a minimum of 120 degrees of the 360 degree flange 
~~. ------------~~----~ .•~.~ ~·~~· --------------~~~= ... ~.~.~, --~ 
14000 60000  254000 60000 50000 
Continued on next page 
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Weight 
(lbs) 
107625 
117522 
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Tower Lower Mid 
~  
Clipper 
LoadiD 
Transportation 
Configuration 
Options 
Shipping 
Requirements 
Reference 
Illustration 
Load-06 (TLM) 
• Double Schnabel wit1 steer able Dolly (Air Ride only) 
• Single Front Schnabel with Load Bundle Dolly (Air Ride only) 
• Multiple Axle High Tonnage Double Drop (Air Ride only) 
• High Tonnage Double Drop Expandable (Floor Deck) (Air Ride only) 
A ll transport configurations must be padded to protect tower against damage 
to Tower Shell and Tower external paint. 
~-.:i'l<'•d 
,..'-,. -.. -,.,-------::-=-----.,::-:,:-:-.,.----1HIO. 
I'M.~ 
lltloll' WIIIO OOU.Y 
!!!!-- 60000 ti()()OQ 2$4000 00000 60000 
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Tower Upper Mid 
LoadiD 
Transportation 
Configuration 
Options 
Load-07 (TUM) 
• Double Schnabel wit1 Steer able Dolly (Air Ride only) 
• Single Front Schnabel with Load Bundle Dolly (Air Ride only) 
• Multiple Axle High Tonnage Double Drop (Air Ride only) 
• High Tonnage Double Drop Expandable (Floor Deck) (Air Ride only) 
Basic Configuration 
~  
Clipper 
Tower Overall Overall Outer Outer Outer Outer Tower Tower 
Type Length Length (m) dtameter diameter diameter diameter Weight Weight 
(mm) top flange top flange bottom bottom (kg) (lbs) 
80m 
Standard 
80m 
Seismic 
Shipping 
Requirements 
Reference 
Illustration 
(mm) (in) flange flange 
(mm) (m) 
23455 923 3637 143 4142 163 52309 
23455 923 3640 143 4145 163 57443 
All transport configurations must be padded to protect tower against damage to 
tower shell and tower external paint. 
TO'f.Al 
204000 ..... _. 
-.....c OOU.Y 
00000 60000 
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126 
080 
375 
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Tower Top Assembly 
LoadiD Load~B (TTA) 
• Expandable Drop Deck Multiple Axle Transportation 
Configuration 
Options 
• Truck Mounted Load Bunk with Steer able Load Bunk Dolly 
Basic Configuration 
Tower Overall Overall Outer Outer Outer 
Type Length Length (in) diameter diameter diameter 
(mm) top flange top flange bottom 
(mm) (1n) flange 
(mm) 
80m 28400 1118 3036 120 3637 
Standard 
80m 28400 1118 3036 120 3640 
Seismic 
Outer 
diameter 
bottom 
flange 
(in) 
143 
143 
~  
Chpper 
Tower 
Weight 
(kg) 
44959 
49093 
Shipping 
Requirements 
All transport configurations must be padded to protect tower against damage to 
Tower Shell and Tower external paint. 
Reference 
Illustration 
~----------------------------?~~.~~-~,~~~~ 
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Weight 
(lbs) 
9891 0 
108005 
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Machine Base Assembly 
~  
Chpper 
Load ID 
Transportation 
Configuration 
Basic 
Configuration 
Shipping 
Reference 
Illustration 
Load-09 (MBA) 
• Multiple Axle High Tonnage Double Drop (Air Ride only) 
• Multiple Axle High Tonnage Double Drop Steer able Axle 
~~'"'"'"''";:·· 18!§18!8!8~~ ••. 
L-Ht'-6" ' l l'-1 • 4' _ 4. ··- _ ' •' ' 
112' 
~-1')l 4~~ 
_- ~ t
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Machine Base Assembly, Continued 
Recommended 
Load Securing 
e 
a 
\ 
,.. ~-
o.-n I IL ... 
• J o).Jof 11, f• •tAl fIt'' 
It 01~ a I J.U) t•~ 
Machine Base must 
be offset 7 degrees 
on the trailer 
)I 
1~ '\! I 
Chpper 
.J 
Ul 
I <I 
F 
r 
0 
n 
'~~~~~----~+-----~ t 
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Gearbox Assembly 
Load ID 
Transportation 
Configuration 
Options 
Basic 
Configuration 
Shipping 
Reference 
Illustration 
Load-10 {GBA) 
• Multiple Axle High Tonnage Double Drop (Air Ride only) 
• Multiple Axle High Tonnage Double Drop Steer able Axle 
WTG Component Transportation Configuration Specifications 
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Chpper 
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~  
Gearbox Assembly Chpper 
Recommended 
Load Securing 
This picture shows the side of the Gearbox assembly that if loaded towards the front 
of the truck. 
R 
e 
a 
r 
............. 
-- ···~. 
,.,_ ·· .  
... ··, .. 
· .• 
F 
r 
0 
n 
t 
The blue lines indicate at least Y. chains connecting to the shipping legs with at least 
a 12 ton clevis. The red lines indicate chains coming off of the Gearbox Assembly 
with at least 3/8" chains and using at least 12 ton clevis to connect with. 
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Nacelle/Spinner Fiberglass Kits 
Load ID 
Transportation 
Configuration 
Options 
Basic 
Configuration 
Load-11, 12, 13 (NAC) 
• Drop Deck Trailer 
• Curtain Vans 
• Container 40 (ft) 
2 High Cube 40ft Containers ( When shipped d irectly from Vendor) 
3 Drop Deck 53 ft , 5 skids 
~~ I 
Chpper 
Drop Deck Trailer/Curtain Vans requires fork truck with fork length over 94 in, width 
between forks not less than 5 ft. 
Shipping 
Reference 
Illustration 
WTG Component Transportation Configuration Specifications 
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Hub Assembly 
Load ID Load-14 (HUB) 
Transportation Double Drop Lowboy 3 Axle Trailer 
Configuration 
Basic 
Configuration 
Reference 
Illustration 
Component 
Shipping 
Fixture only 
Hub 
Assembly 
with Pitch 
bea.rings and 
shipping 
fixture 
W1dth Length He1ghtw1th 
(ft) (ft) fixture 
10.34 10.34 13 (in) 
11.6 9.0 11 .75 (ft) 
WTG Component Transportation Configuration Specifications 
PC-018748-01 Rev Fl 
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We1ght per 
Un1t (lbs) 
3200 
59850 
~  
Chpper 
Continued on next page 
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~~  \!
Hub Assembly, continued Clipper 
Recommended 
l oad Securing 
The shipping leg has 2 attachment points on each of the 3 comers. Each carrier will 
need 6 clevis' 8 chains and 8 binders. 
This is a top view of the Hub on a trailer. The red colored line refers to chains 
coming off the attachment points. The blue lines refer to chains wrapping in front or 
behind the shipping frame to prevent forward or backward movement. 
Note: The lifting point on the top of the hub must be removed prior to transportation 
Continued on ned page 
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Blade Assembly Set of 3 
Load 10 Load-15, 16, 17 (BLO) 
,.~ 
\!!~ 
Clipper 
Transportation Expandable Flatbed to 115 It with steer able rear axles 
Configuration 
Basic 
Configuration 
Reference 
Illustration 
Component Width (ft) Length (ft) Height (rt) We1ght per Umt (lbs) 
C-96 Blade with 
Shipping Fixtures 
C-93 Blade with 
Shipping Fixtures 
f>:p;Jrnkble Flatbed to 115' 
11.15 155 9.5 28875 ea 
9.5 27130 ea 
1------- - ---'-t•*"fca..... ........... _,,..,«*"""'-----------! 
i 
' 
91 
I I > 
f1gutt 0-4 - C93 slupptlll fctNCC' JnDJC' COG po\1t1oon ( 14 347a:un from rooc bet) 
C96 
l 
fagttrt OS - C96 shapp1ng fixrurr a\'t r.1St COG 1)0\ ltiOD (14.S22mm from roo1 f~cC') 
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Generators 
Load 10 
Basic 
Configuration 
Transportation 
Configuration 
Reference 
Illustration 
Load-18 (GEN) 
Standard 40' Container 
Standard Flatbed 
(4) per set (2) sets per container 
NOTE: DO NOT STRAP OR CHAIN THE RECTIFIER DURING SHIPPING. 
,.~ 
\!!~ 
Clipper 
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Shipping Fixture Return 
,.~ 
\!!~ 
Clipper 
Fixture Return Instructions 
Requirements 1. Project Site notifies CFS Logistics in writing via email and a phone call no 
less than (5) days prior to having shipping fixtures that are stacked and 
ready for removal ; 
2. List in writing type of component and estimated size of load per Shipping 
Fixture Return criteria; 
3. CFS Logistic will notify the Transportation Company via email and phone 
with type of component and designation point. 
4. Transportation Company will notify Project Site and CFS Logistic 3-days 
prior of their time of arrival. 
• Transport Company should plan on a full day to load, due to layout of 
site staging areas; these could be some distance apart in order to f ill 
the truck. 
Fixture Return Process 
Items returned 
to Clipper 
The following item(s) should be shipped to Clipper: 
• Generators fixtures should be stacked on pa !lets, banded 
• Blades fixtures (depending on contract agreements) 
• Drive train fiXtures 
• Machine Base Fixtures 
• Hub Fixtures 
• Loose parts should be returned in wooden boxes 
Vendor Fixture Return Process 
Items returned Tower shipping fixtures 
to Vendor • Blade fixtures (depending on contract agreements) 
WTG Component Transportation Configuration Specifications Page 26 of 38 
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Hub Shipping Fixture 
Load 10 Load-50 (HUB-SF) 
Total Total 
Weight Height 
lbs) (per stack) 
Fixture Return • standard Flatbed 
Process • Hub lifting fixtures are to be returned to Clipper at the end of the project 
,.~ 
\!!~ 
Clipper 
WTG Component Transportation Configuration Specifications Page 27 of 38 
PG-018748-01 Rev M Prinred copies oflhis documenlare unconlrolled 
G-28 
 
Machine Base Shipping Fixture 
Load 10 Load-51 (MBA-SF) 
Transport Standard Flatbed 
Requirements 
Fixture Return See Table Below 
J 
0 
! I I i II 
,.~ 
\!!~ 
Clipper 
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Gearbox Assembly Fixtures 
Load 10 Load-52 (GBA-SF) 
Standard Flatbed 
Fixture Return Pallet and band 
Process 
JJl 
,.~ 
\!!~ 
Clipper 
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Blade Fixtures 
Load 10 Load-03 (BLD-SF) 
Transport 5 sets per standard flatbed 
Requirements 
Fixture Return • Return to Clipper 
Process • Clipper returns fixture to Tecsis- Reference DC-036480-xx Rev A Handling 
,.~ 
\!!~ 
Clipper 
Manual Packing Clipper C96 Shipping Fixture Into ISO 40' Dry And ISO 40' High 
Cube Container 
1-IJ 
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Nacelle Fixtures 
Load 10 Load-54 (NAC-SF) 
Transport Number of Sets 
Requirements 12 per container 
Fixture Return • Cut off or unbolt all uprights 
Process • Return to Clipper 
• Clipper returns fixture to Tecsis 
,.~ 
\!!~ 
Clipper 
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Tower Fixtures and Tarps 
Load 10 
Transport 
Requirements 
Fixture Return 
Process 
Load-55 (TOW-SF) 
Typically 10 towers fixtures per 40ft. container 
• Number and type varies by vendor 
• Place tower manufacturer/vendor on frame 
• Return frame to vendor 
• Return tower bracing and covers to vendor 
,.~ 
\!!~ 
Clipper 
• All nuts bolts and washers should be boxed (wooden) and returned with fixture 
• Return tower tarps with f ixtures 
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Generator Fixture 
Load 10 
Transport 
Requirements 
Fixture Return 
Process 
Load-07 (GEN-SF) 
• Standard 40 ft. Container 
• Standard Flatbed 
• 6ea f ixtu res pe r pallet 
• Band 
• Place in con tain er (maximum 60 fix tures per 40 ft . container) 
• R 
,.~ 
\!!~ 
Clipper 
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Appendix A 
Suppl ier/Clipper Inspection 
References DC-016496-xx Tower Inspection Supplier/Clipper Checklist 
OC-007997-xx Blade Inspection Supplier/Clipper Checklist 
OC-019465-xx Converter Container Packaged Checklist 
DC-019466-xx Electrical Container Packaged Checklist 
DC-019468-xx BOP Hardware Kits Container Packaged Checklist 
OC-019469-xx FFAW Hardware Kits Container packaged Checklist 
Transporter Checklist 
References DC-015419-xx Hub Assembly Final Quality Inspection Checklist 
OC-015931-xx Machine Base Final Quality Inspect ion Checkl ist 
DC-016389-xx Gearbox Assembly Transportation Checklist 
DC-015699-xx PDP Transportation Checklist 
DC-019471-xx Pitch Bearing Transportation Checklist 
OC-019472-xx ICDLP Converter Platform Checklist 
DC-015693-xx Rev "A" - Blades transportation Checklist 
OC-01947 4-xx Tower Transportation Checklist 
DC-008690-xx PDP Receiving Inspection Checklist 
DC-017429-xx ICDLP Receiving Inspection Checklist 
DC-008677-xx Inverter Converter Cabinet Inspection Checklist 
OC-008674-xx Tower Receiving Inspection Checklist total4 per Turbine 
DC-008654-xx Nacelle/Spinner Receiving Inspection Checklist 
DC-009626-xx Machine Base Receiving Inspection Checklist 
OC-008653-xx Gearbox Assembly Receiving Inspection Checklist 
,.~ 
\!!~ 
Clipper 
OC-007439-xx Hub Receiving Inspection Checklist Includes Prtch Beanng Inspection 
OC-008655-xx Blade Receiving Inspection Checklist 
OC-006582-xx Liberty VVind Turbine Series Onsite Storage Requirements ror 
Turbine Components 
DC-013579-xx Special Tools 
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BOL Form (sample) 
(~ 
Clipper 
"'It! 0 # u w (. 
Appendix B 
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UNII<ORi\1 STRAICIIT BILL. OI'I.AIIINC 
ORIGINAL · NOT NEGOTIARI~E 
!;h~p<r'• No:--------
A~tnc'oNo: 
AI Ce<lor Roplds. lA U•te: 
..... _"",.. ____ ·"~010101011.-- .. -~-_._-_ .. .......,._-.J·~ ................... -.d .. lr ............ __ 
~~--:!~:.7.:=~.:·~"'::1.,.···::::: ... =::. .. .=::::::.:=:-.::.:::....-....·t::::=:·.,•,;:~~:r..:. 
............ _ ... _ ............... _ .............. _ ., ___ ... ...,.._ _ ___ ........ _.......w ... ......,_ ..... _...... ... _ ...... _._ ........ . 
::::~-_.,...,.._, _______ -...nu------.-..--,.. ...... ......., . ., ... .... _ .... ~... -.. _ 
OON~NEDTO _________________________________________________________ ~ 
Deo'.ino- ---------------------
Sliltool _____ _ Counl)'ol _ _ _ -l 
RQAe-------------~O~R~I~V~E=R~M~~US~T~C~A~L~L~I~H~O~U=R~I~£~F~O~R£~0~E~L~I~V~E~R~Y~ 
~ a-.-·~~., ....... [~ ~- a:.· :::.. .:=:. ': ~~: ~--+------------------+~~~~~~-+--~~~~~ 
~--+-------------------------+---~~--+--~~~~~·.~~ 
-1----+----------------------+------11---+--~ ... --... -
1----+---------------------+-----1--+--~~~~~~ 
~---t---------------------------------t-------+---4--~~~~ 
wcr.v-•••»•~ ~--+--------------------+----~-~--~~~~~-
PRE·PAIO 
~--+-----------------------+--------~-~-~~~h·~---~--~e 
~--+----------------------------+--------~-~-~~~~~~~ 
FREIGHT BILL MUST REFERENCE: SHIPPERS NO. FROM BIU OF LADING 
~--------- ,Shipper 
r.., ------------ Loaded by ____ _:::C::li::_P:.;PE:;:R::..._ __ _ 
~"""""'"'!>OS' omoc ttddress of shipper CEDAR RAPIDS, lA 
o.. ~hirrins Onk< 1"<>. 
TNIIL, No: ------------~ 
Co"'P"'• r ---------------------1 
Astmt Driver------------~ 
,.~ 
\!!~ 
Clipper 
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Appendix C 
Liberty Turbine Major Subassembly Weights 
Gearbox I Generator Assembly 
Gearbox without Shipping Fixtures (No Generators) 
Gearbox with Shipping Fixtures (No Generators) 
Generator with Shipping Fixture 
Gearbox without Shipping Fixtures (Generators Installed) 
Gearbox with Shipping Fixtures and (Generators Installed) 
Machine Base Assembly 
Machine Base as delivered from Cedar Rapids (with shipping fixture) 
M achine Base as delivered from Cedar Rapids (without shipping fixture) 
Machine Base assembly, gearbox with generators, nacelle fiberglass 
(not including the roof or shipping fixture) 
Nacelle Roof 
Rotor Assembly 
C-96 Blade 
C-93 Blade 
Hub assembly with pitch bearings and shipping fixture 
Complete C-96 Rotor including spinner (no shipping fixtures) 
Complete C-93 Rotor including spinner (no shipping fixtures) 
Tower Assembly (10-007751-xx: 80m, C-96) 
Base Tower Assembly 
lower Mid Tower Assembly 
Upper Mid Tower Assembly 
Top Tower Assembly 
Tower Assembly {10-026151-xx: 80m, C-93, Seismic) 
Base Tower Assembly 
Lower Mid Tower Assembly 
Upper Mid Tower Assembly 
Top Tower Assembly 
Miscellaneous 
ICDLP (Converter Platform) 
Xantrex Converter (with fans installed) 
Magnetek Converter 
Power Distribution Panel (PDP) 
All weights accurate to+/- 10% 
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KG 
45866 
47011 
1783 
53502 
S4593 
KG 
32455 
30355 
86720 
1235 
KG 
13125 
12332 
27204 
65530 
63151 
KG 
48920 
51211 
52309 
44959 
KG 
S3419 
55920 
57606 
49093 
KG 
3182 
2823 
3409 
1000 
LBS 
100905 
103425 
3922 
117705 
120105 
LBS 
71400 
66780 
190785 
2716 
LBS 
28875 
27131 
59850 
144165 
138933 
LBS 
107625 
112665 
115080 
98910 
LBS 
117522 
123025 
126735 
108005 
LBS 
7000 
6210 
7550 
2200 
t.i~ "~ CLipper 
